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SUMMARY 

PROPOSED ACTION 

The primary purposes of the proposed project are to 1) relieve congestion on the S.R. 200/U.S. 301 
corridor within the City of Starke, made worse by heavy truck traffic volumes, and 2) provide additional 
capacity for future traffic growth as defined by the transportation study area (U.S. 301 from C.R. 227 
north to C.R. 233).  Other objectives of the project are to improve the U.S. 301 corridor to Florida 
Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) design standards and to improve safety on the route. 

The logical termini for the proposed project extend from just north of C.R. 227 to C.R. 233 in Bradford 
County, Florida.  The project limits encompass the urban development area surrounding the City of 
Starke and provide a safe connection or transition with the existing facility to the north and south of 
Starke. 

The alternatives studied for this project include the No Build Alternative and two Build Alternatives.  A 
map showing the project location and Build Alternatives in included in Section 1, as Figure 1.1.  The 
Build Alternatives include an Urban Alternative widening U.S. 301 from a four-lane divided facility to a 
six-lane divided urban facility, and a Rural Alternative that is a new limited access four-lane bypass 
facility to the west of Starke.  With the Urban Alternative, bridge widening is anticipated at Prevatt 
Creek and new bridge construction is anticipated at Alligator Creek, C.R. 100A and the CSX railroad 
spur.  With the Rural Alternative, new bridge construction is anticipated at Alligator Creek, C.R. 100A, 
the CSX railroad spur, and C.R. 229.  The Rural Alternative is anticipated to include interchanges at 
S.R. 100 and S.R. 16.  The Build Alternatives were developed to avoid and minimize natural and 
community environmental impacts.  The Rural Alternative is the locally preferred alternative. 

LIST OF OTHER GOVERNMENT ACTIONS AND PERMITS REQUIRED 

An Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) would be required for the project pursuant to Chapter 373, 
Florida Statutes.  This permit would be filed with the Suwannee River Water Management District and 
would be reviewed by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), the Florida Fish 
and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  This 
permit would address dredge and fill activities in wetlands and management of surface and storm 
water.   

A permit would also be required from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for dredge and fill activities in 
wetlands, in accordance with Section 404, Clean Water Act.  The USACE is listed as a cooperating 
agency in the review of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System notice of intent would be filed prior to construction 
with the FDEP (as delegated by the USEPA for coverage under the Construction General Permit).  
Best management practices would be used to control storm water runoff from the construction site. 

Additional coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) is required with regards to 
historic resources associated with the selected alternative.   

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

Various alternatives were studied to address the project needs, such as:  widening the existing facility, 
alternate route locations inside and outside the city limits, alternate transportation modes and facility 
types, and the No-Build Alternative.  Only Build Alternatives that involve widening the existing facility 
or construction of a bypass route were considered reasonable for further study.  There are two Build 
Alternatives under consideration, an Urban Alternative (widening) and a Rural Alternative (bypass). 
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The Urban Alternative involves widening the existing facility to six-lanes from just north of C.R. 227 to 
the north city limits of Starke, with additional median improvements from the north city limits to 
C.R. 233.  This alternative is 7.2 miles in length.  Where U.S. 301 is widened, the typical section would 
provide a six-lane divided urban arterial with a restricted median, turn bays, bike lanes, sidewalks, and 
grassed utility areas.  Auxiliary lanes would also be provided within the urban area between the S.R. 
100 and S.R. 16 intersections.  This alternative also includes an alignment shift to allow for 
construction of a railroad overpass. 

The Rural Alternative would provide a limited access bypass facility on new alignment to the west of 
the City of Starke urban area.  This alternative is 7.3 miles in length.  The typical section would be that 
of a four-lane divided limited access rural arterial with paved shoulders and swale drainage.  The Rural 
Alternative would connect with the existing U.S. 301 south of Starke just north of the Prevatt Creek 
bridge and at C.R. 233 north of Starke.  This alternative includes a railroad overpass and interchanges 
at S.R. 100 and S.R. 16.  Bridges would also be constructed over Alligator Creek, CR 100A, and CR 
229.  The Rural Alternative could be constructed in phases.  The Rural Alternative is the locally 
preferred alternative. 

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

Coordination with various governmental agencies, property owners, and local groups has recognized 
two areas of potential controversy.  Business owners located on the existing U.S. 301 are concerned 
about potential loss of business should the Rural Alternative (bypass) be selected.  The issue was 
addressed through a special economic study that included:  a survey of area businesses; research of 
other communities with constructed bypasses; and analysis of statistical data.  The economic impact 
analysis report was distributed to the Chamber of Commerce committee that met with Florida 
Department of Transportation (FDOT) on numerous occasions to discuss the project.  The committee 
has been supportive throughout the development of project alternatives and discussions of the 
economic impacts of the project.  The North Florida Regional Chamber of Commerce passed a 
resolution (see Appendix B, Exhibit B.5) in support of the Rural Alternative.   

Driveway and median access is a concern to adjacent property owners.  Specific property access is an 
issue that would be considered on an individual basis during the design and right-of-way phases.  
Preliminary engineering of an Urban Alternative provides direct or alternate access to properties that 
currently have access to U.S. 301.  Preliminary engineering concepts for the Rural Alternative, a 
limited access facility, have been modified to accommodate access at the north and south ends of the 
bypass by eliminating the interchanges in favor of at-grade intersections with the existing U.S. 301.  
Other local roads would be over-passed.  Where necessary, driveway connections to affected 
properties would be from new access roads.  Any proposed median openings or closures along the 
existing U.S. 301 are in accordance with design standards. 

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE 

After completion of the Programming Screen of the Florida Efficient Transportation Decision Making 
(ETDM) process, extensive public involvement and a Public Hearing, the Rural Alternative (bypass) 
was determined to be the locally preferred alternative.  Following detailed technical studies of the 
direct impacts and analysis of the indirect and cumulative effects, it was determined that the Rural 
Alternative is the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). The Rural 
Alternative is recommended because it meets the project need with the least amount of impact to the 
community and cultural resources, with no substantial impacts to the natural environment, and has the 
most public support. 

The Rural Alternative is a four-lane limited access highway facility intended to route through traffic 
around the more developed and congested segments of U.S. 301 including the City of Starke.  The 
Rural Alternative alignment begins on existing U.S. 301 1.5 miles south of the Starke city limits at 
Prevatt Creek and continues on new location, west of the existing route for a distance of approximately 
7 miles, returning and ending on existing U.S. 301 approximately 2.2 miles north of Starke at C.R. 233 
(Morgan Road).  The horizontal alignment meets the 70 mph design speed for rural highways. 
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The Rural Alternative would require a minimum right-of-way width of 300 feet, with additional right-of-
way requirements at locations of interchanges and storm water retention ponds.  The typical section 
would include two travel lanes in each direction, paved shoulders, a grassed 64-foot wide median and 
side swales for drainage.  Overpasses would be constructed over C.R. 100A, the CSX Railroad and 
C.R. 229.  Grade-separated interchanges would be constructed to provide access at S.R. 100 and 
S.R. 16. 

REASONS FOR SELECTION OF RURAL ALTERNATIVE 

The conclusions of the Programming Screen of the ETDM process, detailed alternative and technical 
studies, the LEDPA and an extensive public involvement program, all support implementation of the 
Rural Alternative (bypass) as described above for the following reasons: 

 A limited access facility would 1) afford increased safety; 2) have a higher travel speed; 3) have a 
greater lane capacity; and 4) reduce the potential of urban sprawl in the rural areas.   

 A bypass would provide additional roadway capacity along this congested segment of U.S. 301 for 
local traffic and traffic traveling longer distances on the Florida Strategic Intermodal System (SIS).  
The maximum service volume for the bypass would be 37,100 AADT (annual average daily traf-
fic), in addition to the existing facility service volume of 32,100 AADT. 

 The Rural Alternative is supported by the City of Starke Board of City Commissioners, the 
Bradford County Board of County Commissioners, and the North Florida Regional Chamber of 
Commerce (Appendix B, Exhibits B.5, B.6, and B.7).  These government agencies and non-
government group have concluded that the bypass project would promote public health, safety, 
order, convenience, appearance, prosperity or general welfare because there would be a de-
crease in truck traffic and the level of service would improve on the existing road through Starke.  
The Rural Alternative alignment has been adopted into the Bradford County Comprehensive Plan, 
Traffic Circulation Element (Appendix B, Exhibit B.9). 

 A citizen petition with 245 signatures supports the Rural Alternative because it would not be visible 
from the city limits, it would be accessed several miles outside of the city limits, and it would do 
more to eliminate traffic congestion within the city limits than the Urban Alternative (Appendix B, 
Exhibit B.8).  The petitioners oppose the Urban Alternative because of concern over the number of 
businesses that would have to be relocated, the raised median would restrict left turns from busi-
nesses, the traffic congestion experienced south of the city would not be eliminated, a bottleneck 
would occur where the six lanes shift back to four lanes, and the cost would be more than the 
bypass. 

 The Programming Screen of the ETDM process has not identified any potential substantial effects 
with the Rural Alternative, while potential substantial historic site, land use and social direct effects 
are identified with the Urban Alternative (Appendix A, Exhibit A.21).  Any potential effects to wet-
lands, wildlife habitat, and floodplains with the Rural Alternative may be avoided, minimized and 
mitigated with the Rural Alternative through project design and replacement of lost wetland and 
upland habitat. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The Programming Screen of the ETDM process has not identified any potential substantial effects with 
the Rural Alternative.  Technical studies were completed for the project to identify specific impacts 
associated with both of the Build Alternatives.  The potential environmental impacts of the 
recommended Rural Alternative (bypass) are summarized here. 

Relocations 

The relocation of 26 homes and displacement of 2 businesses is probable with the Rural Alternative.  
The Rural Alternative would also affect a portion of the City's wastewater spray field.  Relocation 
assistance would be provided and is addressed in Section 4.1.6, Relocations Effects.  No 
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disproportionately high or adverse effect on minority and low income populations is anticipated with 
the Rural Alternative.  Environmental Justice is addressed in Section 4.1.7. 

Economic Impacts 

The Rural Alternative (bypass) may have a short-term negative impact on existing businesses by 
diverting traffic away from existing U.S. 301.  An Economic Impact Analysis was completed.  That 
study included:  a survey of area businesses; research of other communities with constructed 
bypasses; and analysis of statistical data. Businesses that would be most affected include motels, 
restaurants, gas stations, and other businesses that attract and serve non-local traffic.  The types of 
initial impacts of the Rural Alternative include the loss of sales, earnings, and jobs.  However, the long-
term economic effects are anticipated to be positive, as some businesses would relocate to key 
locations on the new corridor, some new businesses would be established along the new corridor, and 
a lack of significant competition on U.S. 301 north and south of Starke, may allow existing business to 
continue to capture the non-local traffic.  The economic impact analysis is described in Section 4.1.2. 

Cultural Resources Impacts 

In accordance with the procedures contained in 36 CFR, Part 800, a Cultural Resource Assessment 
Survey (CRAS), was performed for the project.  The CRAS was coordinated with SHPO.  The Rural 
Alternative would not affect any historic structures that have been determined as potentially eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  The Atlantic and Suwannee River and Gulf (ASR&G) 
Railroad (8BF759), a potentially eligible resource, would be overpassed by the Rural Alternative and it 
has been determined by Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), after coordination with SHPO, that 
the proposed project would have no effect on the integrity of this historic resource (Appendix A, Exhibit 
A.41).   

Special considerations would be made for two cemetery sites along the Rural Alternative that FHWA 
has determined, after consultation with SHPO, are not eligible for the NRHP.  Mechanical scraping of 
the area of the former Brymer Cemetery (8BF162) would be required to attempt to locate two to seven 
unaccounted for graves.  An archeological monitoring report would be submitted to SHPO 
documenting the mechanical scraping and any subsequent excavations at the site of the former 
Brymer Cemetery (Appendix A, Exhibits A.26, A.41 and A.42).  SHPO has requested that the 
boundaries of the Keller Cemetery (8BF135) be adequately marked with a construction fence to 
assure that no disturbance of the cemetery would occur during construction (Appendix A, Exhibit A.31 
and A.32).  Archaeological and historic resource impacts are addressed in Section 4.3.1.   

The proposed improvement would not require the use of any park, wildlife refuge, or recreational land 
as defined in Section 4(f) of the 1966 U.S. Department of Transportation Act, as amended.  Therefore, 
FHWA has determined that Section 4(f) does not apply. 

Air Quality Impacts 

The proposed project is located in Bradford County, Florida, an area that is currently designated 
attainment for all of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) under the criteria provided in 
the Clean Air Act.  Therefore, the Clean Air Act conformity requirements do not apply to the project. 

Noise Impacts 

An assessment of noise impacts was conducted according to Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR), Part 772: Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise (July 13, 
2010), Part II, Chapter 17 of the FDOT Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Manual 
(revised May 24, 2011), and Chapter 335.17, Florida Statutes.  This assessment also adheres to the 
recent changes in the FHWA traffic noise analysis requirements contained in Report FHWA-HEP-10-
025, Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement Guidance, June 2010 (revised December 2011).    
Noise levels are expected to approach or exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria, or substantially 
increase, at 15 noise sensitive sites along the Rural Alternative.  Noise abatement was considered at 
the affected receptors.  However, there appears to be no feasible and cost-reasonable solutions 
available to mitigate the noise impacts at the effected sites.   Noise impacts and abatement 
considerations are described in Section 4.4.4. 
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Wetlands Finding 

Pursuant to Executive Order 11990, wetlands were given special consideration in developing and 
evaluating alternatives for the proposed action. Wetland avoidance occurred during the corridor 
analysis phase of the project by review of numerous location alternatives that were adjusted to avoid 
impacts by traversing wetlands perpendicularly at the narrowest points.  Based on the evaluation of 
alternatives, as discussed in Section 4.4.5.1, there are no practicable alternatives to the proposed 
action that would avoid impact to wetlands.   

The recommended alternative would unavoidably impact 81 acres of jurisdictional wetlands along a 
7.3-mile project.  FDOT is committed to the mitigation of all wetlands impacted as a result of this 
project and is likely to include a combination of mitigation methods, such as a site-specific mitigation 
project for restoration of the Alligator Creek system which is currently being coordinated with the 
Suwannee River Water Management District (SRWMD) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE).  Other strategies to supplement mitigation may include use of Regional Wetland Mitigation 
Banks, restoration, enhancement, preservation and wetland creation. Based upon the above 
considerations, it is determined that there is no practicable alternative to the proposed new 
construction in wetlands and the proposed action includes all practicable measures to minimize harm 
to wetlands which may result from such use.  Wetland impacts are addressed in Section 4.4.5. 

Contamination Impacts 

A Contamination Screening Evaluation Report (CSER) was prepared for the project.  Thirty-six 
potential contamination sites were identified within or along the Rural Alternative.  Of these sites, 12 
where ranked as either a medium or high risk for potential impacts. FDOT would perform a site 
assessment to determine levels of contamination and, if necessary, evaluate the options to remediate 
along with the associated costs.  Resolution of problems associated with contamination would be 
coordinated with appropriate regulatory agencies and, prior to right-of-way acquisition, appropriate 
action would be taken, where applicable.  Based upon the above considerations, it is determined that 
there is no practical alternative to the proposed action and that all practical measures have been 
included to eliminate or minimize all possible impacts from contamination involvements. Potential 
contamination sites are addressed in Section 4.4.10.  

Floodplain Finding 

Pursuant to Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain Management”, the proposed action was determined to 
be within the base floodplain.  Impacts associated with the encroachment have been evaluated and 
determined to be minimal.  Therefore, the proposed action would not constitute a significant 
encroachment. The results of the Location Hydraulics Report are summarized in Section 3.4.11, 
Floodplains. 

Coastal Consistency 

The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) has determined that this project is 
consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program (FCMP) (Appendix A, Exhibit A.43). 

Wildlife and Habitat Impacts 

An Endangered Species Biological Assessment (ESBA) was prepared for this project and no federally 
listed species were observed within the study area during field investigations.  In consultation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the FHWA has determined that the project, as proposed, is 
not likely to adversely impact any endangered or threatened species and would not affect or modify 
any critical habitat (Appendix A, Exhibit A.25).  

Essential Fish Habitat Impacts 

This project is not located within, and would not affect, areas identified as Essential Fish Habitat; 
therefore, an Essential Fish Habitat consultation is not required (Appendix A, Exhibit A.21). 
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Farmlands 

Through coordination with the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), it has been 
determined that the provisions of the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1984 do not apply to this 
project (Appendix A, Exhibit A.18). 

PROBABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED 

The relocation of 26 homes and displacement of 2 businesses is probable with the Rural Alternative.  
The Rural Alternative would also affect a portion of the City's wastewater spray field.  Relocation 
assistance would be provided and is addressed in Section 4.1.6, Relocations Effects. 

Noise levels are expected to approach or exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria, or substantially 
increase, at 15 noise sensitive sites with the Rural Alternative.  There appears to be no feasible or 
cost-reasonable solutions available to mitigate the noise impacts at the effected sites.  

Thirty-six potential contamination sites were identified within or along the Rural Alternative.  Of these 
sites, 12 were deemed a medium to high risk for the Rural Alternative.   

The Rural Alternative would remove 81 acres of wetlands from productive use.  Section 4.4.5, 
Wetlands, discusses proposed wetland mitigation efforts. 

IRRETRIEVABLE AND IRREVERSIBLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Project alternatives would require commitment of resources for labor and materials, and the 
acquisition of approximately 239 acres of undeveloped land with the Rural Alternative for highway 
purposes, resulting in 159 acres of new impervious area.  Some fill material for roadway embankment 
may have to be obtained from outside the project right-of-way thus committing to the alteration of the 
terrain in nearby borrows areas.   

FEASIBLE MEASURES TO AVOID OR MINIMIZE POTENTIAL ADVERSE IMPACT 

In order to minimize the unavoidable effects of right-of-way acquisition and displacement of people, 
FDOT would carry out a right-of-way and relocation program in accordance with Florida Statutes 339.0 
and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970 (Public Law 
91-646 as amended by Public Law 100-17).  Relocation assistance and payments would be provided 
as discussed in Section 4.1.6, Relocations Effects.  While some properties would be split with the 
proposed Rural Alternative, property access would be maintained with provision of proposed access 
roads to severed parcels further defined during the design and right-of-way phases of the project. 

Impacts to wetlands have been avoided to the extent possible through early identification of wetland 
areas and careful development and evaluation of corridor alternatives.  Further minimization efforts 
would include structures across wetland areas and other design features that reduce fill in wetlands 
and maintain surface and groundwater flow across project corridors.  These design details would be 
developed in coordination with permitting agencies. Wetland impacts that would result from the 
construction of the project would be mitigated to satisfy all mitigation requirements pursuant to Section 
373.4137, F.S., of Part IV, Chapter 373, F.S. and 33 CFR Parts 325 and 332, Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344). 

To assure protection of the Eastern indigo snake during construction, FDOT would incorporate the 
USFWS Standard Protection Measures for the Eastern Indigo Snake into the final project design and 
would require that the construction contractor abide strictly to the guidelines during construction. 

Wildlife passage would be accomplished by designing appropriate bridge lengths, culvert locations, 
signage, and construction of dedicated wildlife crossings where justified.  These efforts would follow 
the FDOT Wildlife Crossing Guidelines. 

Although the Bald Eagle has been delisted as a federal threatened species, protection would continue 
under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 
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Should any gopher tortoise involvement be identified in future phases of the project, the FWC Gopher 
Tortoise Permitting Guidelines would be utilized. 

FDOT would perform a site assessment would be performed to the degree necessary to determine 
levels of contamination and, if necessary, evaluate the options to remediate along with the associated 
costs.  Resolution of problems associated with contamination would be coordinated with appropriate 
regulatory agencies and, prior to right-of-way acquisition, appropriate action would be taken, where 
applicable. 

An archaeological monitoring report documenting the mechanical scraping and any subsequent 
excavations at the site of the former Brymer Cemetery would be submitted to SHPO.  The boundaries 
of the Keller Cemetery would be adequately marked with a construction fence to assure that no 
disturbance of the cemetery would occur during construction. 

Construction activities in the vicinity of noise-sensitive sites would be controlled by adherence to the 
noise controls in Florida Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction.  Dust from 
earthwork and unpaved roads and smoke from open burning would be minimized by adherence to all 
state and local regulations and to the Florida Standard Specifications.  In order to protect water quality 
during construction, temporary increases in turbidity would be controlled by procedures and 
techniques outlined in the Florida Standard Specifications, Section 104, "Prevention, Control and 
Abatement of Erosion and Water Pollution."   

SHORT-TERM IMPACTS VERSUS LONG-TERM ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS 

Short-term impacts related to the road and bridge construction would occur.  This may cause some 
temporary interruption to vehicular traffic flow in and around the project area.  Temporary air pollution 
from dust and exhaust fumes and noise associated with construction operations cannot be avoided. 

Mitigation of wetland impacts and treatment of storm water runoff would be permitted so that the 
proposed alternative would not add to past impacts, thereby, avoiding cumulative effects.  In addition, 
the proposed alternative would be constructed as a limited access facility to discourage sprawl in the 
rural area to reduce cumulative impacts from potential future development activities. 

Initial economic impacts of the project alternatives are expected to gradually recover as businesses 
suffering displacement or loss of business are reestablished and the supply and demand balances 
itself out in the community resulting in long-term economic benefit.   

Users of the facility would appreciate the long-term benefits of improved traffic flow, such as:  time 
savings, safety, and reduction in property damage losses.  Less congestion on U.S. 301(S.R. 200) 
should result in a net air quality improvement and more efficient usage of energy.  The project would 
also provide the availability of an additional, and or enhanced, emergency access and evacuation 
route. 
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

The primary purposes of the proposed project are to 1) relieve congestion on the S.R. 200/U.S. 301 
corridor within the City of Starke, made worse by heavy truck traffic volumes, and 2) provide additional 
capacity for future traffic growth as defined by the transportation study area (U.S. 301 from C.R. 227 
north to C.R. 233).  Other objectives of the project are to improve the U.S. 301 corridor to Florida 
Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) design standards and to improve safety on the route. 

The logical termini for the proposed project extend from just north of C.R. 227 to C.R. 233.  This 
encompasses the urban development area surrounding the City of Starke in Bradford County and 
provides a safe connection or transition with the existing facility to the north and south of Starke.  See 
Figure 1.1 showing the project limits. 

The alternatives under consideration include the No Build Alternative and two Build Alternatives.  The 
Build Alternatives include an Urban Alternative widening U.S. 301 from a four-lane divided facility to a 
six-lane divided urban facility, and a Rural Alternative that is a new limited access four-lane bypass 
facility to the west of Starke.  With the Urban Alternative, bridge widening is anticipated at Prevatt 
Creek and new bridge construction is anticipated at Alligator Creek, C.R. 100A and the CSX railroad 
spur.  With the Rural Alternative, new bridge construction is anticipated at Alligator Creek, C.R. 100A, 
the CSX railroad spur, C.R. 229, and Water Oak Creek.  The Rural Alternative is anticipated to include 
interchanges at S.R. 100 and S.R. 16.  The Build Alternatives have been designed to avoid and 
minimize natural and community environmental impacts. 

1.1 PROJECT PLANNING CONSISTENCY AND FUNDING 

Local governments are responsible for transportation planning as part of the local government 
comprehensive planning functions.  It is the responsibility of the local governments to monitor the level 
of service on the roads, to provide local input into the development of the Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) five-year work program, and to administer a concurrency management 
program that maintains traffic volumes at acceptable levels of service.  The current facility does not 
meet the level of service criteria and standards set by the SIS and adopted in the local government 
comprehensive plan.  Due to the high volume of traffic and constrained conditions, improvements that 
will meet the level of service standards are not possible within the existing right-of-way.  The Future 
Traffic Circulation Map 2016 of the Bradford County Comprehensive Plan was amended on April 16, 
2009, to include the proposed U.S. 301 bypass, Rural Alternative (Appendix B, Exhibit B.9).   

The proposed project is consistent with the 2060 Florida Transportation Plan long-range goals and 
objectives to develop a safer, integrated transportation system that is optimized to enhance mobility, 
enrich the quality of life in communities and practice responsible environmental stewardship.  As a SIS 
facility the project is a priority project for the State of Florida.  The preliminary engineering and right-of-
way phase of the Starke U.S. 301 Corridor project is included in the State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP) Fiscal Years (FY) 2013-2016, the First Five-Year Plan of the SIS Highway Funding 
Strategy, FY 2012/2013 through FY 2016/2017, and the FDOT Five Year Work Program FY 2013 
through FY 2017 (Appendix B, Exhibit B.11, B.12 and B.13, respectively). 

1.2 SYSTEM LINKAGES 

U.S. 301 is part of the National Highway System (NHS), the SIS.  Therefore, the operational efficiency 
of U.S. 301 is important on a national, state, regional and local level.  There is a high percentage of 
trucks and through traffic on U.S. 301 because of its location and connectivity in the highway network.   

National Highway System:  U.S. 301 is identified as a principal arterial roadway in the National 
Highway System, which includes roads that are important to provide access between an arterial and 
major port, airport, public transportation facility or other intermodal transportation facility.  
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Figure 1.1   Project Location and Transportation Network 
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U.S. 301 provides access to I-75, I-10, and I-95, the airports and seaports in Jacksonville, and the 
CSX intermodal centers. 

Florida Strategic Intermodal System:  U.S. 301 is part of the SIS, a statewide network of high-priority 
transportation facilities.  SIS facilities are recognized as critical to Florida’s economy and quality of life.  
Therefore, the proposed project is important, because Bradford County has been identified as a Rural 
Area of Economic Concern.  The SIS includes the state’s largest and most significant commercial 
service airports, spaceports, deep-water seaports, freight rail terminals, passenger rail and intercity 
bus terminals, rail corridors, waterways and highways.  It is estimated that the SIS as a whole carries 
30% of the state’s traffic and two-thirds of all truck traffic.  U.S. 301 is heavily used by trucks traveling 
in a northeast-southwest direction between I-95 and 1-75.  Trucks and buses make up 27 percent of 
the daily traffic on U.S. 301 through the City of Starke.  Congestion and delays on U.S. 301 in the 
Starke urban area contribute to greenhouse gas emissions and increase transportation costs for 
motorists and trucking companies.  U.S. 301 through Starke does not currently meet the SIS design 
speed, level of service and access class criteria.   

Figure 1.2   Florida Strategic Intermodal System (SIS)  

 

 

Project Location 
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1.3 SOCIAL DEMANDS 

A common tendency is to associate all increased traffic with new development and population 
increases.  However, past studies show that traffic grows faster than development.  This is due in part 
to increased mobility of the population, which in turn is due to both social and economic changes.  This 
section looks at some of the social and economic statistics that are available and indicates trends that 
may generate continued traffic growth on U.S. 301. 

1.3.1 POPULATION PROJECTIONS 

Historic population trends and current population projections, as shown on Table 1.1, indicate 
continued growth in the State of Florida and in Bradford County.  It is estimated that Florida’s 
population increased 18 percent from 2000 to 2010, and Bradford County’s population grew three 
percent.  Over the current planning period, from 2010 to the design year 2040, the State population is 
projected to increase 50 percent and the County’s population will increase 29 percent.  While 
population growth rates are forecasted to be lower than in previous decades, the state and county will 
continue to grow. 

Single family housing starts, in Bradford County, averaged 57 per year between 1996 and 2005, 
according to the Florida Statistical Abstracts, published by the Bureau of Economic and Business 
Research (BEBR); at the University of Florida.  However, there were no housing starts reported 
between 2006 and 2008, which is consistent with the nationwide economic recession.  Table 1.2 
provides a thirteen year summary of other major economic indicators for Bradford County.  While 
population increases have been low in Bradford County, growth in employment, income and sales 
figures indicate healthy increases.  Bradford County is located within the boundary of a designated 
Rural Area of Critical Economic Concern. 

The State of Florida Agency for Workforce Innovation forecasts employment will increase 1.6 percent 
annually, from 2009 to 2017, in Bradford County and adjacent Alachua County, making up for jobs lost 
during the recent recession.  Based on BEBRs Florida Statistical Abstract, 2010, the unemployment 
rate in the State of Florida was 10.5 percent in 2009, while the Bradford County unemployment rate 
was lower at 8.2 percent. 

Table 1.1   Historical and Projected Population 

Decade State of Florida Bradford County City of Starke 

 Population Change Population Change Population Change 

Historical (1) 

1960 4,951,560 79% 12,446 9% 4,806 N/A 

1970 6,791,418 37% 14,625 18% 4,848 2% 

1980 9,746,324 44% 20,023 37% 5,306 8% 

1990 12,937,926 33% 22,515 12% 5,226 -2% 

2000 15,938,378 24% 26,088 16% 5,593 7% 

2010 Census (2) 

2010 18,801,310 18% 28,520 3% 5,449 -3% 

Projected Design Year Population (1) 

2020 21,246,900 20% 32,000 12% N/A** N/A** 

2030 23,821,300 13% 34,300 7% N/A** N/A** 

2040* 28,226,500 11% 36,800 7% N/A** N/A** 

2010 to 
2040 

 50%  29%   

 
Source:  (1) Florida Statistical Abstract 2010, Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of 
Florida.  (*2040 population is an extrapolation of BEBR projections)(** Population projections for City of 
Starke are not available from BEBR.).  (2) U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Population Census. 
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Table 1.2   Long-Term Economic Trends for Bradford County 

Bradford 
County 

1995 2000 2005 2008 

Percent 
Increase 
(13 yrs) 

1995-2008 

Employment 8,951 9,060 10,999 11,943 22% 

Real Personal 
Income 

$346 million $477 million $624 million $762 million 120% 

Real Per 
Capita Income 

$14,088 $18,287 $22,282 $26,137 86% 

Real Taxable 
Sales 

$131 million $162 million $185 million $196 million 50% 

 

1.3.2 FUTURE LAND USE 

Bradford County and the City of Starke are both planning for increases in commercial and residential 
land use.  The Future Land Use Plan for the City of Starke, as illustrated on Figure 1.3, shows that 
along U.S. 301, both to the north and south of the urban center, commercial uses will fill in where 
residential and currently undeveloped areas exist.  The current trend is for commercial and office 
development to occur along the highway to the south of Call Street.  Numerous vacant commercial 
buildings are now visible north of Call Street.  A new industrial area has been designated to the southeast 
in the vicinity of the CSX main rail line and the industrial area designated by the County.  The infill of new 
commercial uses along U.S. 301 is expected to create increased traffic and access demands.   

The Land Use Element of the Bradford County Comprehensive Plan indicates the vast majority of new 
development over the next twenty years should occur in the designated Urban Development Area.  
This designated area, as shown in Figure 1.3, stretches approximately one mile north along U.S. 301 
and about twice the distance south on U.S. 301.  To the west it stretches to Lake Crosby and Lake 
Rowell and to the east 1.5 miles in the vicinity of the Starke Country Club.  The proposed Rural 
Alternative is within the Urban Development Area.  The Traffic Circulation Map 2016 of the Bradford 
County Comprehensive Plan was amended in 2009 to include the bypass alternative as a proposed 
four-lane principal arterial.  The amendment, CPA 08-2, is included in Appendix B, as Exhibit B.9. 

1.3.3 OPINION SURVEY 

"Starke is a long recognized bottle-neck on the busy artery between Jacksonville and the lower West 
Coast, including Tampa, St. Petersburg and Ft. Myers," quoting from the editorial in the Bradford 
County Telegraph on April 8, 1993.  Traffic related problems along U.S. 301 in the Starke area has 
been documented in the local comprehensive plan. The comprehensive plan involved citizen input and 
community needs identification.  The community perception of the need for improvements within the 
U.S. 301 corridor was solicited by FDOT through an opinion survey in 1993.  The results of that survey 
are included in Appendix B, as Exhibit B.1, and further described in Section 7.6.2.  While, the opinion 
survey was conducted 18 years ago, the perception of the need is still evidenced by more recent 
public input, as further described in Section 7.6 Public Involvement Activities. 

Source:  Florida Statistical Abstracts, Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of Florida, 1996-2010.  
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Figure 1.3   Future Land Uses in Project Area 

 

Source:  City of Starke Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Map (2002); and Bradford County Comprehensive Plan, Future 

Land Use Map (2008).
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1.3.4 MOBILITY TRENDS 

Mobility trend indicators, such as the number of licensed drivers, registered vehicles, and the vehicle 
miles traveled were examined and compared with the population trends.  These comparisons show 
the number of vehicle miles traveled in Florida grew at a higher rate than the population.  As illustrated 
on Figure 1.4, during the sixteen years from 1992 to 2009, when the population of Florida increased 
39 percent, the number of vehicle miles of travel increased 71 percent.  Despite the recent economic 
downturn beginning in 2008, travel on the State's highways increased a total of 81 billion vehicle miles 
during the seventeen year period. 

Figure 1.4   Statewide Mobility Trends  

 
Source:  Florida Statistical Abstracts, Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of Florida, 1992-2010, and FHWA 
Highway Statistics, 2009 and 2010. 
 

As the number of vehicles traveling Florida's highways increases, the number of trucks, as a 
proportion to the total number of vehicles, is increasing.  In 2008, trucks made up 48 percent of the 
total number of registered vehicles in the state, an increase from 35 percent in 2000.  Included in the 
truck category, are vans, minivans and sport utility vehicles (SUV).  This increase in trucks has created 
an even more noticeable traffic burden and reduced level of service on interstate and intercity 
highways, such as U.S. 301.  While this percentage is normal for interstate highways, it is more 
problematic on arterial roadways.  When arterial roadways traverse urban areas, where access is 
uncontrolled and intersection spacing is frequent, trucks create congestion due to their size and 
operational characteristics, such as slow starts and wide-turning movements. 

1.4 TRANSPORTATION DEMAND 

The methodology utilized to develop the traffic volumes is consistent with the methodologies described 
in the Project Traffic Forecast Handbook, dated 2002, and consistent with the Project Traffic Forecast-
ing Procedure (Topic No. 525-030-120-g) published by FDOT.  The project limits for this analysis 
encompass nine miles of U.S. 301, beginning at C.R. 227 south of the City of Starke and ending at 
C.R. 33 north of the City of Starke (See Figure 1.1). Through the project area, U.S. 301 is a four-lane 
divided highway in a rural setting, except within the City of Starke where U.S. 301 is influenced by an 
urban setting for approximate 3.8 miles. 
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The threshold capacity of the road, for the purpose of this evaluation, is defined as the maximum 
service volume that would be expected to produce minimum acceptable level of service conditions 
during the peak hour. 

1.4.1 EXISTING VOLUMES 

The existing base year 2008 traffic volumes on U.S. 301 within the study area are highest south of 
S.R. 100, as shown on Figure 1.5.  The existing base year 2008 annual average daily traffic (AADT) 
south of S.R. 100 is estimated to be 37,000 vehicles per day.  In addition, the volumes are somewhat 
higher on the south end of the project limits, than on the north end of the project limits.  The lowest 
volumes occur in the Market Road area, at the north end of the project. 

The existing base year 2008 turning movement volumes at the signalized intersections are shown on 
Figure 1.6.  Volumes at only signalized intersections are shown on this figure.  The figure also shows 
the existing geometry, or number of lanes for each movement.  There are many other cross roads and 
driveways that intersect with U.S. 301 resulting in additions and losses in traffic volumes between the 
signalized intersections.  The high NB loss between Edwards Road and S.R. 100 is a unique situation 
resulting from the fact that many NB vehicles slip off of U.S. 301 at Walnut Street and continue northward 
to make a right turn onto EB S.R. 100 or EB S.R. 230.  The reflection movement – WB S.R. 100 to SB 
U.S. 301 via Walnut Street – is very difficult, so drivers make the left turn at the S.R. 100 intersection.  
This pattern is reflected in the volumes at the intersection with S.R. 100 – very low NB right turn volume 
and very high WB left turn volume. 

1.4.2 TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS 

Traffic on U.S. 301 is projected to be the heaviest north of the new Wal-Mart where volumes are 
expected to increase from 36,800 AADT in 2008 to 57,200 AADT in 2040.  This growth trend is an 
average 1.7 percent linear increase per year.  The AADT forecast volumes are shown on Figure 1.5, 
along with the base year 2008 volumes.  The trends forecast a higher rate of traffic growth immediate-
ly south of the city because this is the fastest developing area along U.S. 301 within the project area.  
The 2040 projected design hour intersection volumes for the No Build conditions are shown on Figure 
1.7.  The future volumes are higher and therefore the traffic variation between intersections is higher, 
including the NB slip off at Walnut Street described above. 

1.4.3 EXISTING AND FUTURE NO BUILD LEVEL OF SERVICE 

U.S. 301 functions as part of the SIS, and as a principal arterial within the Bradford County and City of 
Starke major road network.  The ability of the roadway to carry traffic, often referred to as its service 
volume, is evaluated in terms of level of service, which is a qualitative measure of the speed, safety 
and efficiency of traffic flow.  Much like grades in school, level of service (LOS) values range from A to 
F, with LOS A being the best free flow traffic operations at or near the speed limit, and LOS F being 
the worst congested operations.  Level-of-service conditions are most often measured in terms of 
average travel speed or vehicle density, which can be expressed in vehicles per hour.  The SIS 
standards set the minimum level of service standards for multilane highways as LOS B in rural areas 
and LOS C in urban areas.  

Level-of-service conditions for the seven signalized intersections and the arterial were performed 
using Synchro 7 software, which is based on the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM) procedures.  
Level of service analysis was completed for the base year 2008 and the design year 2040.  Figure 1.6 
and Figure 1.7 show the results of the LOS analysis at each of the signalized intersections for the base 
year 2008 and the No Build 2040 design year, respectively. 

The U.S. 301 intersections at both S.R. 16 and S.R. 100 are currently operating at LOS D and LOS F, 
respectively.  These intersections, where two state roads meet, experience the heaviest turning traffic 
volumes.  The poor LOS conditions at these intersections cause traffic congestion that often spills 
back blocking adjacent intersections and driveways.  Often the entire distance between S.R. 16 and 
S.R. 100 experiences congestion during heavy traffic periods.  Traffic congestion will continue to 
increase as traffic volumes grow, and by the 2040 design year, all of the U.S. 301 signalized intersec-
tions, except at Market Road and Pratt Street, are expected to operate at LOS E or LOS F.
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Figure 1.5   Existing Base Year and Forecasted AADT Volumes 2008-2040 
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Figure 1.6  Existing Base Year 2008 Design Hour Turning Movement Volumes and Intersection LOS 
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Figure 1.7   No Build Alternative 2040 Design Hour Turning Movement Volumes and Intersection LOS 
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Table 1.3 summarizes the urban arterial LOS analysis for the existing year and 2040 design year under 
No Build conditions.   This urban arterial analysis provides an LOS for the entire segment length, rather 
than the intersection specific focus analysis discussed in the previous paragraph.  The analysis 
methodology evaluates LOS for the overall operating conditions of the arterial in the form of average 
travel speed.  The urban arterial LOS is a function of travel speed through each segment, with the 
overall LOS being the average travel speed through the entire length of the section.   

Table 1.3   Existing and Forecasted Directional Design Hour Level of Service 

 
Existing/No Build U.S. 301 

SIS 2008 2040 

LOS 
Stand-

ard 

NB 
Peak 
Direc-
tion 

SB 
Off Peak 

Direc-
tion 

NB 
Peak 
Direc-
tion 

SB 
Off Peak 

Direc-
tion 

Begin Project to End Project C B C F E 

 

The 2008 northbound peak direction, which is favored by the traffic signal coordination, produces an 
existing LOS B condition with an average travel speed of 29.0 mph.  The southbound off-peak 
direction shows an existing LOS C condition with the average travel speed at 26.5 mph.  This existing 
overall urban arterial LOS meets the SIS criteria, even though there are two major intersections 
operating at unacceptable conditions.  However, the LOS degrades to LOS F in 2040.  The major 
problem areas are the shorter segments, such as between S.R. 100 and Pratt Street.  Therefore, 
U.S. 301 within the City of Starke is forecasted to fall below SIS standards over the 30-year design 
period. 

1.4.4 URBAN ALTERNATIVE LEVEL OF SERVICE 

Design traffic for the Urban Alternative is based on the 2040 AADT volumes that have been projected 
for U.S. 301 within the study area.  The Urban Alternative was analyzed as a six-lane arterial, with an 
auxiliary lane between S.R. 100 and S.R. 16.  This alternative requires removal of the traffic signal at 
Pratt Street in order to meet the signal spacing criteria.  The urban six-lane configuration results in 
acceptable LOS B in the peak direction and LOS C in the off-peak direction.  The results of this 
analysis are summarized in Table 1.4.  The existing four-lane configuration north of the city limits is 
adequate to meet the level of service criteria for a rural four-lane roadway.  Therefore, no additional 
lanes are proposed with the Urban Alternative north of the city limits. 

Table 1.4   Urban Alternative Directional Design Hour Level of Service 

Urban Alternative 

SIS 2040 

LOS 
Standard 

NB 
Peak 

Direction 

SB 
Off Peak 
Direction 

Begin Project to End Project C B C 

 
At the signalized intersections different configurations were tested to determine the best configuration 
to produce the required LOS results.  Design hour turning movement volumes at signalized intersec-
tions were developed to reflect the proposed median opening and signal spacing configuration.  There 
will still be many cross roads and driveways that intersect with the route and therefore the design hour 
traffic volumes still reflect additions and losses of traffic between the signalized intersections.  The 
resulting intersection turning movement volumes for the Urban Alternative are shown on Figure 1.8.  
The results of the intersection analyses were used as input in the arterial analysis to determine if the 
roadway configurations, such as the number of through lanes, turn lanes, and signal timing, produce 
the appropriate arterial LOS.  For the urban area the SIS LOS standard is LOS C. 
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Figure 1.8   Urban Alternative 2040 Design Hour Turning Movement Volumes and Intersection LOS 
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The Urban Alternative was analyzed with the West Railroad Crossing Option which proposes a 
relocation of U.S. 301 in the vicinity of Edwards Road in order to overpass the railroad spur.  A new 
intersection is created by a proposed connection between the existing U.S. 301 and the proposed 
relocated portion of U.S. 301 near Edwards Road.  Also as a result of the West RR Overpass, some 
NB U.S. 301 traffic is expected to exit at the slip ramp to the existing route to continue northward and 
ultimately use Walnut Street to turn EB on S.R. 100 or S.R. 230.  This existing turn pattern, as 
described in Section 6.4, is expected to continue with the Urban Alternative.  This intersection is 
shown in the box on Figure 1.8. 

1.4.5 RURAL ALTERNATIVE LEVEL OF SERVICE 

The traffic diverted to the proposed Rural Alternative (bypass) will be approximately 55 percent of the 
projected 2040 traffic on U.S. 301.  The AADT volumes are estimated to be:  31,400 from U.S. 301 
South to S.R. 100; 27,200 from S.R. 100 to S.R. 16; and 25,200 from S.R. 16 to U.S. 301 North.  The 
AADT volume estimates for the Rural Alternative are shown graphically on Figure 1.9.  Traffic 
remaining on the existing U.S. 301 is also shown on Figure 1.9.  Figure 1.10 shows the intersection 
turning movement volumes and the resulting level of service. 

The Rural Alternative bypass operating level-of-service conditions were analyzed using the FDOT 
LOS FREEPLAN 2009 conceptual planning analysis spreadsheet, based on the HCM 2000.  The 
results of the analysis for the Rural Alternative indicate that the minimum number of lanes on the 
bypass segment is four lanes to provide the SIS required standard of LOS B, or greater.  Due to the 
diversion of traffic to the bypass, the urban segment of the existing U.S. 301 will operate at LOS B in 
the 2040 Design Year.  These projected conditions are summarized in Table 1.5. 

Table 1.5   Rural Alternative Directional Design Hour Level of Service 

Rural Alternative 

SIS 2040 

LOS 
Standard 

NB 
Peak 

Direction 

SB 
Off Peak 
Direction 

Bypass Freeway Section B B B 

 

1.5 DESIGN DEFICIENCIES 

Design controls are characteristics and conditions that influence or regulate the selection of the criteria 
and project standards.  Because U.S. 301 is identified as part of the SIS, the FDOT Strategic 
Intermodal System (SIS) Highway Component Standards and Criteria, (Topic No. 525-030-260) is 
used to define acceptable design controls and standards for U.S. 301.  The SIS is a special subset of 
the State Highway System, which have been established to facilitate high-speed and high-volume 
traffic movement.  FDOT has established a set of design controls for this road network in an effort to 
fulfill this purpose.  The standards are generally intended to provide high quality roadways with limited 
or controlled access; therefore, they are more restrictive than the controls that apply to other state 
highways. 

The access management standards for controlled access segments of the SIS are those contained in 
Access Class 3 as defined in FDOT Plans Preparation Manual (PPM) (Topic No.625-000-007).  The 
road should have a restrictive median, with minimum spacing of traffic signals, median openings and 
connections, as indicated in Table 1.6.  These standards have been used to evaluate deficiencies on 
U.S. 301 in the project area and the need for improvements.  Less stringent access standards are 
allowed under certain limited applications, but the higher standards will be used for design unless 
specific justification is provided.  Deviation from median opening standards shall follow the PPM.  Any 
new limited access facilities will meet Access Class 1.  Planning of access connections to a new 
limited access facility will be consistent to the maximum extent possible with the interchange spacing 
standards.
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Figure 1.9  Rural Alternative Forecasted AADT Volumes 
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Figure 1.10   Rural Alternative 2040 Design Hour Turning Movement Volumes and Intersection LOS 
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Table 1.6   Design Controls 

 

All sections of the existing road are deficient, but the most significant area of deficiency is within the 
urban section.  The urban section is deficient in all respects.  Driveway frequency is high, with spacing 
that ranges from 50 to 75 feet.  The spacing of median openings is typically about 75 to 100 feet apart, 
and the length between Alligator Creek and Jefferson Street has an unrestricted median.  The spacing 
of median openings at cross streets, where they are normally justified, is approximately 300 to 400 
feet.  This spacing is closer than the minimum driveway spacing criteria.  The north and south rural 
sections are both deficient with respect to driveway frequency and median opening spacing.  
Improvements on the existing alignment will be designed to address as many of the SIS access class 
standards as possible.  Two signals have been removed in the urban area over the past five years to 
improve operations with sequencing of the remaining signals. 

The SIS criteria call for at least a 65 mph design speed in rural areas and 50 mph in urban areas.  The 
existing road was designed to 60 mph criteria in the north and south rural sections, and 45 mph criteria 
in the urban section.  Although, the existing design speeds are substandard in the rural areas, there 
are no serious alignment constraints that would prevent upgrading to the design standards.  However, 
the vertical geometry in the existing S-curve between the railroad crossing and Madison Street is a 
problem within the urban area.  A new alignment and overpass over the rail facility is incorporated into 
the Urban Alternatives to correct this deficiency.  Right-of-way constraints and capacity needs may 
restrict the potential for meeting the high speed urban arterial typical section through the urban area. 

1.6 STRUCTURAL SUFFICIENCY 

All five of the bridge structures, including the Prevatt Creek southbound and northbound bridges, the 
Alligator Creek Bridge, and the Water Oak Creek North and South box culverts, indicate no apparent 
structural deficiencies.  The most recent bi-annual inspections in 2010 and 2011 did not recommend 
any restrictions on any of the bridges.  There is, however, deterioration of the asphalt surface on the 
Alligator Creek Bridge above the longitudinal joints in the bridge structure and scour exposure of some 
subsurface piles.  The cross slope of the roadway across the bridge does not appear to meet minimum 
requirements, and it does not appear that adequate drainage is present.  This condition could be 
contributing to the deterioration of the asphalt pavement. 

Element 

Design Control 

Controlled Access Arterials 
Limited Access 

Highways 

Urban Areas 
(Cities > 5,000 

population) 
Rural Areas Rural Areas 

Design Traffic Volumes 57,200 31,300 31,400 

Level of Service C B B 

Functional Classification Urban Principal Arterial Rural Principal Arterial Rural Principal Arterial 

Design Speed 50 mph 65 mph 70 mph 

 
Access  

Access Class 
Driveway Spacing 

Median Opening Spacing 
Traffic Signal Spacing 

Interchange Spacing 

 
3 

440 ft 
Directional =1320 ft 

Full = 2640 ft 
2640 ft 

N/A 

 
3 

660 ft 
Directional =1320 ft 

Full = 2640 ft 
2640 ft 

N/A 

 
1 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

6.0 miles 

Pedestrian & Bicycle 
Requirements 

Bicycle Lanes 
Sidewalks 

Paved Shoulders No Accommodation 

Grade Separation at 
Railroad Crossings 

Shall be Considered Shall be Considered Yes 

Source:  FDOT Plans Preparation Manuals (Topic Nos. 625-000-007) and FDOT Level of Service Handbook. 
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Safety could be enhanced at the Alligator Creek bridge location by the addition of shoulders between 
the outside travel lanes and the sidewalk.  The recommended width for the shoulders would be six 
feet.  This could be accomplished by widening the structure on both sides. 

1.7 MODAL INTERRELATIONSHIPS 

1.7.1 TRANSIST SYSTEM 

Greyhound Bus Lines offers intercity bus service between Jacksonville and Tampa with stops in 
Starke on the southbound route twice a day and on the northbound route three times a day.  This 
provides service from Starke to Waldo, Gainesville, Ocala, and other smaller towns between 
Jacksonville and Tampa.  The bus terminal is located on U.S. 301 in downtown Starke.  There is no 
regular fixed-route public transit service provided within Bradford County. 

1.7.2 RAIL SYSTEM 

CSX Transportation owns and operates a mainline facility located parallel to U.S. 301 on the east side 
through the project area.  The facility is spaced as close as 400 feet and as far as one mile east of 
U.S. 301.  There is one spur that originates from the mainline and intersects U.S. 301 at grade just 
north of Alligator Creek.  This spur crossing has an average of three operations per day providing coal 
for Gainesville and Florida Power and Light, and was last rubberized in 2011.  The spur is constructed 
of 132-pound welded rail. The rail spur crosses the roadway in a location that has a substandard 
horizontal and vertical curvature for the proposed design speed of 50 mph.  The proposed Build 
Alternatives will overpass this spur line, thereby avoiding conflicts caused by at-grade rail crossings. 

The CSX line travels from the eastern seaboard port of Jacksonville through the center of Florida 
south to other eastern seaboard ports including:  West Palm Beach, Ft. Lauderdale, and Miami.  
These Metropolitan areas all have major international airport and shipping facilities.  While multimodal 
connections to the Gulf Coast would more logically occur in the Ocala area, multimodal service 
opportunities exist between Starke and the eastern seaboard cities. 

Amtrak rail passenger service is provided on the CSX railroad facility.  The nearest Amtrak station is 
located approximately 12 miles south of Starke on S.R. 24 in Waldo.  Amtrak's Silver Palm stops in 
Waldo on its Boston to Miami service.  Traveling toward Miami the train stops in Waldo early in the 
morning.  Traveling toward Boston the train stops in Waldo early in the afternoon.  The proposed 
project does not intersect with the CSX mainline.  However, connecting routes, such as S.R. 100 and 
S.R. 16, have mainline at-grade crossings in downtown Starke, within four blocks of U.S. 301. 

1.7.3 PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILTIES 

Pedestrian facilities currently consist of 5-foot wide sidewalks that parallel each side of U.S. 301 within 
the entire city limits.  There are pedestrian crosswalks on U.S. 301 at each of the signalized intersec-
tions.  U.S. 301 currently has no bicycle facilities; however recent repaving of the rural portions of U.S. 
301 includes a 5-foot paved outside shoulder.  There are minimal provisions in either the Bradford 
County or City of Starke comprehensive plans for any future implementation of such facilities on U.S. 
301.  The Recreation and Open Space Element of the Bradford County Comprehensive Plan 
establishes a level of service goal of one mile of bicycling facility on local roadways per 1,000 persons 
in the county population.  Based on the projected population, this would require approximately 37 
miles of bicycle facilities in the year 2040. 

The proposed Urban Alternative has sidewalks and bike lanes on both sides of the road, thereby 
providing 4.8 miles of bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  The Rural Alternative is proposed as a limited 
access facility, which will be limited to motorized vehicles only. 

1.8 SAFETY 

1.8.1 CRASHES AND ECONOMIC LOSSES 

There were a total of 652 reported crashes on U.S. 301 within the study area during a five-year period 
from 2006 to 2010.  As shown in Table 1.7, these crashes resulted in at least five fatalities and 317 
injuries.  The economic loss from these crashes amounted to over $95 million.   
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The number of crashes has declined over the recent five-year period reflecting the recent overall dip in 
economic activity and travel.  However, crash rates are still higher than statewide rates for similar 
roads, and the economic lose from crashes is a concern. 

A crash rate is calculated based on the number of crashes, the segment length, and the average 
annual daily traffic volumes.  The highest crash rate has historically occurred within the Starke City 
Limits.  This is graphically illustrated on Figure 1.11.  The annual crash rates are compared to the 
statewide critical rates established each year by the FDOT to assist in the analysis of each roadway 
segment or spot location.  If the roadway segment annual crash rate is higher than the statewide 
average, then a confidence level is computed.  Table 1.8 shows the actual crash rates, the statewide 
average rates, and the computed confidence levels for U.S. 301 segments within the project limits.  
Based on comparison with statewide crash rates and computed confidence levels, actual crash rates 
are determined to be abnormally high on the segments of U.S. 301 within the Starke City Limits and 
south of the Starke City Limits. 

Table 1.7  Crash Statistics for U.S. 301 Project Limits (2006-2010) 

Crash Severity/ 
Economic Loss 
 By Segment 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Five Year 
Total 

U.S. 301 - South of City Limits Milepost 4.6 to 7.5 

Total Crashes 36 35 34 19 22 146 

Fatalities 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Injuries 27 14 22 16 17 96 

Prop Damage Only 20 25 22 9 12 88 

Economic Loss      $45,618,430 

U.S. 301 – Starke City Limits Milepost: 7.5 to 9.9  

Total Crashes 123 100 104 79 61 467 

Fatalities 0 0 2 0 0 2 

Injuries  33 29 55 28 31 176 

Prop Damage Only 101 74 68 62 38 343 

Economic Loss      $37,802,716 

U.S. 301 - North of City Limits Milepost: 9.9 to 12.0  

Total Crashes 3 16 4 13 3 39 

Fatalities 0 1 0 1 0 2 

Injuries  2 16 3 17 7 45 

Prop Damage Only 2 9 2 4 0 17 

Economic Loss      $12,185,745 

Total All Segments 

Total Crashes 162 151 142 111 86 652 

Fatalities 0 2 2 1 0 5 

Injuries  62 59 80 61 55 317 

Prop Damage Only 123 108 92 75 50 448 

Economic Loss      $95,606,891 

Source:  FDOT, Crash Reporting System 2011. 
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Figure 1.11  Total Crashes Over 5-Year Period 

 
Source:  FDOT, Crash Reporting System 2011 

 

Table 1.8   Crash Rates for U.S. 301 Project Limits (2006-2010) 

Segment AADT 

Seg-
ment 

Length 
(miles) 

Million 
Vehicle 
Miles 
(M) 

Number 
of 

Crashes 

Actual 
Crash 
Rate 

Statewide 
Average 

Computed 
Confidence 

Level 
Factor (K) 

Computed 
Confidence 

Level 

South of C/L 29,400 2.9 155.599 146 0.938 0.864 1.0368 85.00% 

Starke C/L 23,711 2.4 103.855 467 4.497 3.003 8.8142 99.99% 

North of C/L 19,812 2.1 75.929 39 0.514 0.864 N/A N/a 

Total    652     

 
(1 )The Actual Crash Rate is the number of crashes per million vehicle miles of travel on the road segment. 
(2)The Average Class Crash Rate is the number of crashes per million vehicle miles of travel on all roads in Florida with similar 
characteristics. 
(3)A High Crash Rate is determined by calculation of the Percent Confidence.  The Percent Confidence is the statistical confidence that 
the statement “this location has an abnormally high crash rate” is true.  It is determined via Poisson’s rate quality contro l formula, using 
the actual rate, the average rate and the traffic volume (MVM or millions of vehicle miles of travel on a segment).  The percent 
confidence is calculated using the following equation:  K=((Actual+(1/(2M))-Average)/Square Root(Average/M)), where:  K=Computed 
confidence level factor; Actual=Actual crash  rate for segment; Average=Average crash rate on similar road types; and M=millions of 
vehicle miles of travel on a segment.  A confidence level table is used to determine the confidence level based on the K value.  Locations 
where the actual rate is less than the average rate, or where there are less than 8 crashes per year, the percent confidence calculation is 
not applicable (N/A). 
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Table 1.9 is a summary of the major crash types.  The most frequent type of crash is the rear-end 
collision, followed by angle collisions, sideswipes, and left-turn collisions.  There were eight crashes 
involving pedestrians or bicycles.  In addition to the number of crashes, the crash statistics provide the 
location, the character of the road and contributing causes.  Intersections were the most common 
location for crashes followed by driveway access locations.  In the five-year period, there were two 
crashes at the railroad crossing.  The majority of crashes occurred on straight roadway.  Standing 
water on the roadway was a contributing cause identified in a few of the crashes.  Careless driving, 
failure to yield right of way and following to closely are the most frequent driver contributing causes.  
Notably, slightly more than half the drivers involved in crashes reside outside Bradford County. 

Separation of through traffic and local traffic with the Rural Alternative would help to reduce traffic 
congestion thereby reducing the potential for crashes within the city.  Routing of traffic on a bypass 
would avoid the high crash rate segment.  Replacement of the existing U.S. 301 with the Urban 
Alternative will provide proper drainage and would alleviate the standing water problem.  

Table 1.9  Crash Type Summary for U.S. 301 Project Limits (2006-2010) 

 Segment   

Type of Crash 
South of 

C/L 
Starke 

C/L 
North 
of C/L 

5-Year 
Total Percent 

Rear-End  67 182 8 257 39% 

Head-On  3 7 2 12 2% 

Angle  19 75 9 103 16% 

Left-Turn  5 50 3 58 9% 

Right-Turn  1 26 1 28 4% 

Sideswipe 18 47 2 67 10% 

Backed Into 1 4 1 6 1% 

Parked Car 1 2 0 3 0% 

Pedestrian/ Bicycle 0 8 0 8 1% 

Fixed Object 4 19 3 26 4% 

Ran Into Ditch or Culvert 4 2 2 8 1% 

Other 23 45 8 76 12% 

Total 146 467 39 652 100% 

 
Source:  FDOT, Crash Reporting System, 2011 

1.8.2 HURRICANE EVACUATION ROUTES 

The North Central Florida Regional Planning Council (NCFRPC) has prepared the Hurricane Inland 
Shelter Study.  In this study, U.S. 301 is designated a part of the regional hurricane evacuation routing 
system.  U.S. 301 is an important roadway link during a hurricane evacuation because there are 
several public shelters in the vicinity of and adjacent to the road.  These shelters include Bradford High 
School, Bradford Middle School, and the National Guard Armory.  Some Florida residents evacuating 
from coastal areas, and Bradford County residents residing in the 100-year floodplain or in mobile 
homes, would use U.S. 301 to evacuate to these shelters. 

The section of U.S. 301 in front of the Bradford High School poses a problem as a part of the 
hurricane evacuation routing system.  According to the City of Starke Operations Manager, this section 
of U.S. 301 has a history of flooding after 2-3 inches of intense rainfall which usually recedes within 30 
minutes of the rain event.  The Operations Manager also reported that flooding is not caused by 
undersized crossing culverts, but by poor maintenance of downstream open channels.  The intersec-
tion at S.R. 100 is a serious bottleneck, because S.R. 100 is also an evacuation route. 



SECTION 1   Purpose AND NEED FOR ACTION 

1-22  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
  Starke U.S. 301 Corridor Study 

Construction of either Build Alternative would provide additional hurricane evacuation benefit.  The 
Urban Alternative provides additional capacity and directly serves existing shelters.  The Rural 
Alternative provides additional capacity and separates regional evacuation routing away from the City 
of Starke. 

1.8.3 EMERGENCY SERVICES  

City of Starke Fire Department and the Bradford County Rescue provide emergency services to the 
area.  The fire station is located three blocks east of U.S. 301.  In responding to calls, the trucks often 
try to avoid travel on U.S. 301 due to heavy traffic congestion.  When using U.S. 301, the fire trucks 
must often travel in the northbound lanes to go south because the southbound travel lanes are 
impassable at signalized intersections.  Alternate routes utilized by the fire department are Jefferson or 
Walnut Streets.  The fire and rescue units must often cross U.S. 301 at either Call Street (S.R. 230) or 
Madison Street (S.R. 100).  Crossing U.S. 301 is often very difficult due to the normally congested 
conditions.  The fire and rescue units have indicated that increasing traffic congestion on U.S. 301 has 
added to the emergency response time for fire service. 

The City of Starke Police Department and the Florida Highway Patrol (FHP) provide traffic control and 
emergency assistance on U.S. 301.  The FHP indicates that there is seasonal variation in problems 
that occur on U.S. 301 due to several factors, including home football games at the University of 
Florida in Gainesville to the south.  There are also delays caused by broken down vehicles, which are 
often owned by Florida’s transient residents, or "snow-birds".  

1.8.4 HAZARDOUS MATERIAL TRANSPORT 

Hazardous materials are currently being transported on U.S. 301.  The North Central Florida Regional 
Planning Council (NCFRPC) has prepared a Regional Hazardous Materials Response Plan and has 
studied hazardous materials transport within the area.  They have identified major corridors within the 
region and identified what types of material are being transported.  It is anticipated that U.S. 301 will 
continue to function as a major corridor for hazardous materials transport for several reasons.  First, 
there has been a state designated site for hazardous materials incineration in the adjacent Union 
County and U.S. 301 is likely to be used by vehicles from other parts of the State to travel to this 
facility.  A study conducted by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), as a part 
of this proposed siting, found that the transportation impacts to the surrounding roadways would be 
limited.  Second, U.S. 301 is a major arterial corridor through this section of the state and public 
preference is that hazardous materials vehicles utilize U.S. 301 in lieu of I-75.  The hazardous 
materials transport along U.S. 301 through Starke is an important consideration in the project 
recommendations. 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING PROPOSED ACTION 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

The City of Starke is currently a bottleneck for traffic traveling along U.S. 301 in Bradford County.  
Local urban traffic combined with increasing through traffic volumes create a traffic operation and 
capacity deficiency within the city limits.  The traffic demand peaks in the center of Starke, where the 
ability to move traffic is constrained by limited pavement width, friction from cross-street traffic and 
frequent driveways.  Right-of-way constraints within the city limits prevent needed capacity improve-
ments without substantial relocations of businesses and other properties. 

Urban development is growing in a north-south direction along U.S. 301 beyond the Starke city limits 
extending into areas defined as the urban boundary area in the Bradford County Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan.  The “logical termini” for the project extend north and south of the City of Starke on U.S. 301 
to encompass all proposed commercial areas, and provide for a reasonable transition from either the 
proposed six-lane urban section alternative, or the limited access bypass alternative, back to the 
existing four-lane rural arterial alignments to the north and south.  The south project limits at the 
intersection with C.R. 227 allows for this transition south of the city and the north project limits at the 
intersection of C.R. 233 allows for the transition north of the city. 

The most recent traffic analysis indicates that additional capacity on U.S. 301 north of the urban area 
is not required.  Future capacity needs south of the city limits are more immediate.  This area is 
influenced by urban development as part of the Starke urban development area.  Since the project 
would tie into the existing four-lane rural section, the project would not preclude any future capacity 
improvements to the south or north of the project.  In addition, the proposed project is designed to 
provide needed capacity for both local and through traffic; therefore, it is not expected to force 
immediate transportation improvements to the south or north on U.S. 301, which primarily serves 
through traffic. 

A multiphase evaluation process was used to assess all potential alternatives for improvements to 
U.S. 301.  The evaluation included improvements within the existing corridor and potential alternative 
bypass corridors.  All corridors were developed with the objective of avoiding impacts to the natural 
and manmade environments.  The corridor phase included two levels of analysis.  The first level 
included evaluation of sixteen corridors, including five urban corridors as shown on Figure 2.1, and 
eleven rural corridors as shown on Figure 2.2.  The second level evaluation included all five urban 
corridors and the four rural corridors, shown on Figure 2.3.  Following further study and public 
comment, one urban alternative and one rural alternative, as shown on Figure 2.4, were recommend-
ed for further design analysis.  The flow chart illustrated on Figure 2.5 tracks the alternatives as they 
were developed, modified, rejected, and recommended for further consideration. 

2.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED 

Three different types of corridor alternatives were considered in the early corridor evaluation (see the 
Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) included on the attached DVD).  The corridor types included 
alternatives on the existing urban corridor, alternate urban corridors, and rural bypass corridors.  All 
corridor alternatives extended to the north and south study limits, and were evaluated and compared 
equally along the entire length.  In addition, to the various corridor alternatives, alternative railroad 
crossing options were considered during the design analysis phase for the urban build alternative on 
the existing corridor.  Only the most viable alternatives representing the corridor were considered 
further in the evaluation of viable alternatives. 
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Figure 2.1   Urban Corridor Alternatives 
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Figure 2.2   Rural Corridor Alternatives 
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Figure 2.2   Rural Corridor Alternatives Furthered Considered 
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Figure 2.4   Design Alternatives 
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Figure 2.5   Alternatives Considered 
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2.2.1 EXISTING URBAN CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES REJECTED 

The existing U.S. 301 through the project area is a four-lane divided facility with a rural typical section 
north and south of the City of Starke and an urban typical section within the city limits.  Much of the 
urban section is that of a five-lane section having a two-way center left turn lane.  Two alternatives that 
would upgrade the existing U.S. 301 corridor to meet SIS criteria were considered during the level one 
and level two evaluations.  They are referred to as the Eight-Lane Alternative and the Split-
Interchange Alternative.  The Eight-Lane Alternative is now referred to as the Urban Alternative and is 
further considered as a Build Alternative (see Section 2.3.4.1).  The Split Interchange Alternative was 
rejected as described below. 

 Split Interchange Alternative.  The Split-Interchange Alternative would involve the construction of a 
limited access four-lane elevated highway along the existing route through downtown Starke with 
grade-separated interchanges at S.R. 100 and S.R. 16.  The elevated configuration along U.S. 
301 would allow U-turn ramps prior to the intersections, thus reducing the left turn demand at the 
intersection.  The traffic analysis for this alternative assumed that 65 percent of the future traffic 
proposed for U.S. 301 would be diverted to the elevated expressway. 

The elevated segment would have a design speed of 65 mph and the typical section for the ele-
vated area is shown on Figure 2.6.  These through lanes would be elevated on a retained-earth 
(RE) embankment.  Adjacent to the through travel lanes, would be one-way at-grade frontage 
roads.  The total right-of-way required by this alternative would be 210 feet.  The existing right-of-
way in this area is 74 feet.  This alternative is fully described in the PER included on the attached 
DVD and available at the FDOT District Two Office in Lake City, Florida. 

The impacts of this alternative are summarized on the comparative matrix on Table 2.1.  Following 
the second level evaluation, the Split-Interchange Alternative was rejected because it had a very 
high cost and was more disruptive to properties along the existing U.S. 301, than the Eight-Lane 
Alternative and would create a visual barrier in the center of downtown Starke. 

2.2.2 ALTERNATE URBAN CORRIDORS REJECTED 

Alternative urban corridor locations within the City of Starke were studied during the level one and 
level two evaluations.  The general locations of these alternative urban corridors are shown on Figure 
2.1.  The alternate urban corridors are referred to as:  the Orange Street Alternative, the Cherry Street 
Alternative, and the One-Way Pair Alternative.  All of the alternate urban corridors were rejected following 
the level two evaluations because, while they provided additional capacity in the urban area, the impacts 
to the community were not reasonable or comparatively less than the existing route improvements.  The 
aspects of these alternatives are briefly described below and shown on the comparative matrix included 
as Table 2.1. 

 Orange Street Alternative.  This alternative was investigated in response to public input.  The 
objective was to create an alternate route within the urban area to the west of the existing U.S. 
301 that would provide a railroad overpass (see Figure 2.7).  This alternative is fully described in 
the PER included on the attached DVD and available at the FDOT District Two Office in Lake City, 
Florida. 

The right-of-way for the Orange Street Alternative requires a four-lane urban arterial typical sec-
tion (see typical section Figure 2.7).  The corridor would remain just west of existing Orange Street 
as it overpasses the CSX railroad spur and then parallels Orange Street through the City of 
Starke.  This corridor would require the relocation of the City of Starke wastewater treatment plant 
located on Edwards Loop (C.R. 100A).  At the intersection with S.R. 100, the 127-foot right-of-way 
would occupy all of the existing Orange Street right-of-way and any additional land necessary 
west of Orange Street in order to accommodate the total width required.  Approaching Washington 
Street from the south the corridor would gently curve to the northwest, cross Weldon Street east of 
the Bradford-Union Area Career Technical Center, and pass through the Southern Villas multi-
family apartment complex north of Weldon Street. 
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Table 2.1   Urban Corridor Alternatives Evaluation 

Issues/ Criteria Urban Corridor Alternatives 

 Eight-Lane Split 

Interchange 

Cherry Street One-Way Pair Orange 

Street 

Wetlands Impacted      

 Area 11.6 Acres 12.9 Acres 7.2 Acres 15.7 Acres 12.6 Acres 

 Predominant 

Type 

Mixed 

Hardwoods 

& Forested 

Mixed 

Mixed 

Hardwoods & 

Forested 

Mixed 

Mixed 

Hardwoods & 

Forested Mixed 

Mixed 

Hardwoods & 

Forested 

Mixed 

Mixed 

Hardwoods & 

Forested 

Mixed 

Threatened & 

Endangered 

Species 

Low 

Potential 

Low Potential Low Potential Low Potential Low Potential 

100-Year 

Floodplain  

28.5 Acres 29.7 Acres 31.6 Acres 31.2 Acres 32.1 Acres 

Potential             

Contamination 

33 Sites 31 Sites 20 Sties 32 Sites 15 Sites 

Neighborhood 

Disruption 

Low 

Potential  

Low Potential High Potential High Potential High Potential 

Residential         

Relocations 

6 7 26 26 75 

Business            

Relocations 

53 66 25 52 19 

Community        

Facilities Impacted 

2 Public 

Buildings 

2 Public 

Buildings & 1 

Church 

None None Wastewater       

Treatment 

Plant &    2 

Churches 

Archaeological Site 

Potential 

51.6 acres 54.4 acres 54.1 acres 52.8 acres 54.1 acres 

Historic Resources      

 Historic District No Conflict No Conflict Conflict Conflict No Conflict 

 Recorded Sites None None 3 Structures 3 Structures None 

Satisfaction of 

Need 

Meets 

Criteria 

Exceeds 

Criteria 

Meets Criteria Meets Criteria Meets Criteria 

Total Project Cost 

($million, 2011) 

$220.4 $262.8 $185.0 $246.3 $160.9 

Benefit / Cost Ratio 9.3 8.6 10.9 8.2 12.3 

Source:  Preliminary Engineering Report (PER), FDOT, 2011  

Note:  The data and analysis presented in this table is the data used in the Level Two Evaluation of Corridor Alternatives 
completed in 1994; and, along with public input, is the basis for selection of the Eight Lane Alternative for further 
consideration and the rejection of other Urban Corridor Alternatives. The Eight Lane Alternative was further modified 
during the project development process and is described as the Urban Alternative under Section 2.3.4 Build Alternatives 
Costs have been updated based on FDOT Present Day Cost multipliers.    
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The Orange Street Alternative was rejected because it was not reasonable.  It would disrupt 
neighborhoods and schools; and would require the relocation of the wastewater treatment plant 
and a high number of homes.  The impacts of this alternative are summarized on the comparative 
matrix on Table 2.1. 

 Cherry Street Alternative.  This alternative was also investigated in response to public input.  The 
objective was to create an alternate route within the urban area to the east of the existing U.S. 301 
that would provide a railroad overpass (see Figure 2.1).  This alternative is fully described in the 
Preliminary Engineering Report included on the attached DVD and available at the FDOT District 
Two Office in Lake City, Florida.  

The right-of-way width for this corridor at this location is 145 feet, requiring all of the land between 
the east right-of-way line of Cherry Street and the railroad right-of-way.  The typical section, as 
shown in Figure 2.8, would accommodate two through lanes in each direction, right-turn lanes, 
bike lanes, and a 22-foot median.  It also includes a one-way northbound single lane frontage road 
with parking and sidewalk to provide access to the residences that remain on the east side of 
existing Cherry Street.  The single lane frontage road would terminate at the S.R. 16 intersection.  

The Cherry Street Alternative was rejected as unreasonable because it requires right-of-way from 
within the Call Street Historic District, and creates an additional barrier through the middle of town 
by closing off a number of cross streets and rail crossings. 

 One-Way Pair Alternative.  The one-way pair system was investigated to reduce impacts to the 
commercial establishments along existing U.S. 301 while maintaining the U.S. 301 route continui-
ty.  The one-way pair concept would utilize the existing U.S. 301 corridor and the previously de-
scribed Cherry Street Corridor.  This configuration does not meet the median-control criteria of the 
SIS standards.  Overpasses of the CSX railroad main line are proposed at both points of crossing.  
The proposed right-of-way is adjacent to the railroad and would accommodate two left-turn lanes, 
two through lanes, a right-turn lane, and a bike lane.  A grassed median would separate the north-
bound lanes and the existing Cherry Street.  The existing Cherry Street would remain open as a 
two-way frontage road paralleling the northbound lanes.  The total right-of-way requirement for the 
northbound facility (including Cherry Street) is 145 feet. 

Where existing U.S. 301 accommodates the southbound lanes of the One-Way Pair, a right-of-
way width of 88 feet would be required.  As shown in Figure 2.9, the southbound lane arrange-
ment would include two through travel lanes, two left-turn lanes and one right-turn deceleration 
lane in advance of the major intersections.  A bike lane and sidewalks would also be provided.  
This alternative is fully described in the Preliminary Engineering Report included on the attached 
DVD and available at the FDOT District Office in Lake City, Florida.  

The traffic pattern, associated with this alternative, results in high left-turn demand at the signal 
controlled cross street locations.  The One-Way Pair Alternative, separated by four blocks as 
proposed, also is expected to result in some increased counter-flow traffic movement on adjacent 
local traffic streets. 

The One-Way Pair Alternative was rejected because it was not reasonable.  It would have a high 
cost, require right-of-way from within the Call Street Historic District, and impact properties adja-
cent both the existing U.S. 301 corridor and in the Cherry Street area. 
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Figure 2.9  One-Way Pair Alternative Typical Section 
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2.2.3 RURAL CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES REJECTED 

Eleven different rural corridor alternatives were initially considered during the corridor evaluation, 
including seven corridors west of Starke and four corridors east of Starke, as shown on Figure 2.2.  
Many of these alternatives are combinations of segments of others.  Each corridor, however, was 
evaluated separately from beginning to end.  Since each varied in distance away from the urban 
center, they were designated with terms such as:  near, mid, and far.  Short segments of each were 
used to form combination corridors.  The eleven rural corridor alternatives are referred to as: Near 
West, Mid West, Near West/Mid West, Far West, Near West/Far West, Mid West/Far West, Far West/ 
Mid West, Near East, Mid East, Near East/Mid East, and Far East. 

The concept of creating a rural bypass route to avoid the traffic congestion and constraints within the 
City of Starke is common to all the rural corridor alternatives.  All of the rural corridor alternatives are 
on new location for the majority of their length through the study area.  However, each of the rural 
corridor alternatives requires upgrading of some portion of existing U.S. 301 at the merge locations. 

At the locations where the alternatives separate from the existing U.S. 301 alignment, a transition 
section occurs that changes to a four-lane divided rural freeway section.  The rural freeway typical 
section consists of two travel lanes in each direction, separated by a 64-foot median.  A 70 mph 
design speed is utilized with appropriate safety clear zones.  A total right-of-way width of 300 feet 
would be needed for the rural freeway typical section. 

One objective of the level one corridor analysis was to eliminate corridors that offer no apparent 
benefit over other corridors, yet have greater impacts or costs.  Further details regarding the level-one 
evaluation are included in the PER included on the attached DVD and available at the FDOT District 
Two Office in Lake City, Florida.  Corridors that had the highest combinations of wetland impacts, 
relocations, and cost were eliminated from further study because they did not meet the objectives of 
avoidance of impacts to the natural and built environment and were of sufficiently greater length so 
that they did not provide the best cost benefit.  The corridors rejected from further consideration for 
these reasons include: Near West, Mid West, Near West/Far West, Mid West/Far West, Far West/Mid 
West, Mid East, and Near East/Mid East  

Four rural corridors were further evaluated in a desk-top analysis that was presented at a public 
meeting.  These rural corridors were renamed for the public meeting as shown on Figures 2.3 and 2.5.  
There was minimal public comment at the public meeting with regards to the rural corridors.  The 
comparisons between the rural corridors during the level-two evaluation showed only slight differences 
in most cases; however, an evaluation, as shown on Table 2.2, was used to eliminate rural corridors 
that provided little, or no, advantage over what was determined to be the best overall corridor by the 
value engineering team, referred to as the Modified West B Corridor.  Rural corridors were eliminated 
as described below: 

 East A (Near East) and East B (Far East) Corridors.  These alternatives are longer than the west 
corridors, have greater neighborhood disruption, and require relocation of a much higher number 
of homes than the western corridor alternatives.  The eastern corridor alternatives also would cost 
more than the western corridor alternatives because they are longer and would require more 
relocations.  

 West A (Near West/Mid West) Corridor.  This alternative would have a less direct route; therefore, 
it would be a longer route than the Modified West B Corridor.  It follows U.S. 301 for a longer 
length; and, therefore, would impact more existing businesses and more potential contamination 
sites.  It also would impact higher quality, hardwood wetlands.  This alternative would have less 
access control at the north end and therefore not meet the SIS objectives as well as the Modified 
West B corridor. 

 West B (Far West) Corridor.  This alternative would be longer, cost more, and have a higher 
potential for wetland and wildlife impacts than the Modified West B Alternative, which is consid-
ered for additional study and is described below in Section 2.3.4.2, Rural Alternative. 
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Table 2.2   Rural Corridor Alternatives Evaluation 

Issues/ Criteria Rural Corridor Alternatives 

 West A West B East A East B Modified West B 

Wetlands Impacted      

 Areas 37.2 Acres 43.1 Acres 19.9 Acres 14.1 Acres 41.0 Acres 

 Predominant 

Type 

Hardwood Hardwood & 

Forested 

Mixed 

Hardwood & 

Forested Mixed 

Hardwood & 

Forested 

Mixed 

Hardwood & 

Forested Mixed 

Threatened & 

Endangered 

Species 

Moderate 

Potential 

Moderate 

Potential 

Low-Moderate 

Potential 

Low-Moderate 

Potential 

Moderate 

Potential 

100-Year 

Floodplain  

72.2 Acres 83.7 Acres 56.7 Acres 93.2 Acres 86.7 Acres 

Potential            

Contamination 

8 Sites 5 Sites 7 Sites 2 Sites 5 Sites 

Neighborhood 

Disruption 

Low Potential Low Potential Moderate 

Potential 

Moderate 

Potential 

Low Potential 

Residential         

Relocations 

6 8 27 33 9 

Business            

Relocations 

9 6 9 3 7 

Community          

Facilities Impacted 

None None 1 Church None None 

Archaeological Site 

Potential 

89.8 Acres 146.0 Acres 69.4 Acres 70.5 Acres 112.5 Acres 

Historic Resources      

 Historic District No Conflict No Conflict No Conflict No Conflict No Conflict 

 Recorded Sites None None None None None 

Satisfaction of 

Need 

Meets Criteria Meets Criteria Meets Criteria Meets Criteria Meets Criteria 

Total Project Cost 

($million, 2011) 

$263.3 $220.1 $297.0 $270.9 $219.3 

Benefit / Cost Ratio 11.5 12.3 10.5 10.0 12.7 

Note:  The data and analysis presented in this table is the data used in the Level Two Evaluation of Corridor Alternatives 
completed in 1994; and, along with public input, is the basis for selection of the Modified West B Alternative for further 
consideration and the rejection of other Rural Corridor Alternatives. The Modified West B Alternative was further modified during 
the project development process and is described as the Rural Alternative under Section 2.3.4 Build Alternatives.  Costs have 
been updated based on FDOT Present Day Cost multipliers.   

2.2.4 RAILROAD CROSSING OPTIONS REJECTED 

During the design analysis, two alignment locations that allow the existing U.S. 301 to overpass the 
railroad were considered as alternatives to the at-grade crossing through this area with the Urban 
Alternative, (see Figure 2.5).  One alternative is aligned to the east of the existing spur crossing and is 
referred to as the East RR Overpass Option.  The second alternative is aligned to the west of the existing 
spur crossing and is referred to as the West RR Overpass Option.  These options are summarized in a 
comparative matrix on Table 2.3.  Following the Design Alternatives Public Meeting in 1995, the Urban 
Alternative was identified as the Urban Alternative with the West RR Overpass Option.  The Central 
At-Grade RR Crossing and the East RR Overpass Option were rejected from further study as 
described below: 
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 Central At-Grade RR Crossing Option.  The at-grade crossing on the existing alignment was 
rejected because it would impact commercial properties on both sides and would not provide the 
desirable overpass of the rail spur, which is needed for safety and operational reasons. 

 East RR Overpass Option.  The East RR Overpass was designed to overpass the railroad spur 
north of Edwards Road and avoid impacts to properties fronting on the west side of existing 
U.S. 301.  This option was rejected because it was the more expensive rail crossing option and 
did not provide a total reduction in the number of business impacts as anticipated. 

Table 2.3   Railroad Crossing Options Evaluation 

Urban Alternative with Railroad Crossing Alignment Options 

Issues/Criteria 
Urban Alternative 
With Central-at-

Grade RR Crossing 

Urban Alternative 
With East RR 

Overpass Option 

Urban Alternative 
With West RR 

Overpass Option 

Wetland Acres 
Impacted 

1.37 Acres 1.65 Acres 3.16 Acres 

Potentially  
Contaminated 
Properties 

30 Sites 25 Sites 24 Sites 

Residential 
Relocations 

5 Homes 5 Homes 10 Homes 

Business 
Relocations 

69 Businesses 69 Businesses 63 Businesses 

Community 
Facilities Impacted 

Starke Recreation 
Department  

Starke Recreation 
Department  

Starke Recreation 
Department  

Cultural Resources 

Vacant property 
within Historic 

District and the Old 
Starke Armory 

Old Starke Armory Old Starke Armory 

Total Project Cost 
($Million, 2011) 

$252.60 $262.25 $232.30 

Source:  Preliminary Engineering Report (PER), FDOT, 2011. 

Note:  The data and analysis presented in this table is the data used in the Evaluation of Railroad 
Crossing Alignment Options completed in 2002; and, along with public input, is the basis for  selection 
of the West RR Overpass Option for further consideration with the Urban Alternative and the rejection 
of other Railroad Crossing Options. Total Project Costs have been factored based on current Urban 
Alternative cost estimate.   

2.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED FOR ADDITIONAL STUDY 

The U.S. 301 route has been identified as a component of the SIS.  As such, it must meet certain 
design and operational criteria as established by the Florida Legislature.  The fulfillment of the SIS 
criteria is one of the major objectives in the development and evaluation of the proposed Build 
Alternatives.  The focus of the design analysis is to determine the best alignment, typical section, and 
other major design features to use within the recommended corridors and to evaluate them with 
regards to needs, criteria, cost, and impacts.  In addition to Build Alternatives, it is appropriate to 
consider a No Build Alternative, Transportation Systems Management (TSM), and Multimodal 
Alternatives, which are all discussed below. 

2.3.1 NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE 

The No Build Alternative would leave U.S. 301 in downtown Starke as a five-lane undivided facility 
carrying a projected 36,700 vehicles per day in the year 2040, and in the rural areas south of town a 
four-lane divided facility carrying 57,200 vehicles per day.  The existing facility does not meet the SIS 
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design criteria with regards to access, level of service and typical section.  Nor does the current level 
of service meet the goals, policies, and objectives of the City of Starke Comprehensive Plan. 

The No Build Alternative leaves only one procedural option with respect to the SIS network.  That is to 
leave U.S. 301 on the SIS network in the context of a SIS facility connecting I-95 to I-75, with design 
exceptions and variances.  This would require approval of the exceptions and variances in accordance 
with the PPM. 

The No Build Alternative does not meet the goals of the proposed project, because it does not relieve 
congestion or meet the SIS criteria with regards to access control, typical section, level of service, and 
travel speed; and it does not meet the criteria for a design exception.  The "Build" alternatives discussed 
below are developed to meet the goals of the SIS for developing a safe and efficient statewide intercon-
nected multimodal system, including a network of limited and controlled access facilities for high-speed 
and high-volume traffic movements. 

2.3.2 TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT (TSM) 

TSM improvements, which upgrade the existing facility, have been investigated.  This analysis consisted 
of testing signalized intersections for possible modifications such as adding turn lanes and making side 
street improvements to improve the level of service at the intersections and on the arterial.  Periodic signal 
studies and coordinated timing have been an on-going effort.  Other TSM type improvements such as 
pavement markings to remove on street parking and designate a center-left turn lane have already been 
implemented.  These improvements do not, however, address all of the SIS criteria or the long-range 
capacity deficiencies.  The only improvements which would produce acceptable levels of service and 
meet the SIS criteria are:  1) to add additional through lanes with a restricted median and remove some of 
the existing signals; or 2) to construct an alternate route for through traffic which meets SIS criteria.  Two 
signals have been removed in the downtown area since the PD&E Study began; they include the Pratt 
Street and Washington Street signals.  This has allowed better signal timing.  However, adding additional 
lane capacity would be needed to address all of the existing and future capacity deficiencies. 

2.3.3 MULTIMODAL ALTERNATIVES 

Multimodal systems already exist within the U.S. 301 corridor in the form of passenger train, freight 
service and Greyhound bus service, therefore, no additional multimodal alternatives were considered 
to meet the needs identified in Section 1, Purpose and Need.  There is a Greyhound bus station 
located on U.S. 301 within the City of Starke that provides a wide-range of destinations.  There is not a 
passenger train station located within the City of Starke; however there is an Amtrak passenger station 
in Waldo only twelve miles south of Starke on S.R. 24.  The CSX rail line travels from the eastern 
seaboard port of Jacksonville, through the center of Florida, south to other eastern seaboard ports 
including:  West Palm Beach, Ft. Lauderdale, and Miami.  These Metropolitan areas all have major 
international airport and shipping facilities.  The rail spur connecting to the Gainesville area also traverses 
U.S. 301. 

2.3.4 BUILD ALTERNATIVES 

The two Build Alternatives are described as: 1) the Urban Alternative, a Six-Lane Arterial with Auxiliary 
Lanes (previously described as the Eight-Lane Alternative); and 2) the Rural Alternative, a bypass 
alternative (previously described as the Modified West B). The Build Alternatives have been refined 
based on detailed analysis of the existing conditions, design criteria, additional environmental studies, 
and public input, and are the two design alternatives which were further developed and evaluated to 
meet the identified needs.  In this section, these two study alternatives are referred to as the Urban 
Alternative and the Rural Alternative, respectively.  The flow chart shown on Figure 2.5 shows the 
progression of these alternatives through the evaluation process.  Throughout the study process the 
alternatives have been evaluated at the appropriate level for each phase of the study with information 
available at the time.  For example, a desk-top analysis used in early phases for comparative 
purposes, whereas more detailed field analysis was used in later phases rendering slightly different 
and more detailed and current results.  Therefore, a direct comparison of alternatives as shown on 
Tables 2.1 and 2.2 with the Build Alternatives, as described in this section, is not an equal comparison. 
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2.3.4.1 Urban Alternative 

The Urban Alternative is 7.2 miles in length.  A comparison of the existing and proposed number of 
lanes, functional classification and access class is shown on Table 2.4.  The Urban Alternative, as 
shown on Figure 2.4, includes the West RR Overpass Option.  Conceptual plans for the Urban 
Alternative are included in the PER, Appendix L, Alternative Concept Plans on the attached DVD.  

Alignment.  The proposed widening is centered on the existing alignment of U.S. 301 for much of the 
project length.  However, the alignment varies in locations where the existing curvature would not 
meet design speed standards or where land use constraints require shifting of the alignment to allow 
for a reduction of impacts.  Within the downtown area of Starke, a segment of the proposed alternative 
would be widened to include an auxiliary lane as a continuous right-turn lane. The proposed horizontal 
alignment meets a 50 mph design speed for urban highways.  To meet the design speed criteria a grade 
separation of the highway and rail line is proposed by including the West RR Overpass Option.  The West 
RR Overpass is also designed to avoid impact to properties on both sides of existing U.S. 301, by 
following a new alignment to the west of properties fronting on the existing highway and over-passing 
the railroad and Edwards Road. 

Table 2.4   Existing U.S. 301 Classifications Compared to Proposed Urban Alternative 

Road Segment Existing Classification Proposed Classification 

U.S. 301 (S.R. 200) 
Lanes/Area Type & 

Functional Classification 
Access 
Class 

Lanes/Area Type & 
Functional Classification 

Access 
Class 

C.R. 227 to Starke South City 
Limits 

4 Lane Divided / Rural PA 3 6-Lane Divided / Urban PA 3 

Starke South City Limits to 
Alligator Creek Bridge 

4 Lane Divided / Urban PA 5 6-Lane Divided / Urban PA 3 

Alligator Creek Bridge to 
S.R. 100 

5-Lane TWLTL / Urban PA 6 6-Lane Divided / Urban PA  3 

S.R. 100 to S.R. 16 5-Lane TWLTL / Urban PA 6 
6-Lane Divided with 

Auxiliary Lane/ Urban PA 
3 

S.R. 16 to Georgia Street 5-Lane TWLTL / Urban PA 6 6-Lane Divided / Urban PA 3 

Georgia Street to Starke North 
City Limits (Market Rd) 

4-Lane Divided / Urban PA 5 6-Lane Divided / Urban PA 3 

Starke North City Limits (Market 
Rd) to C.R. 233 

4-Lane Divided / Rural PA 3 4 Lane Divided / Rural PA 3 

PA ( Principal Arterial); TWLTL (Two-way left-turn lane) 

Typical Sections.  The Urban Alternative is a six-lane controlled access highway with a high-speed 
urban curb and gutter typical section and a design speed of 50 mph from the C.R. 227 to the north city 
limits.  The width of the right-of-way varies along its length in order to accommodate auxiliary lanes for 
left and right turns.  Within some segments of the proposed Urban Alternative there is heavy left-turn 
volumes projected because of a more restricted median, which allows left turns at 1,320-foot spacing.  

In the south section of the Urban Alternative, from the beginning of the project up to Alligator Creek, 
the typical section utilizes the existing 40-foot median as shown on the Urban Alternative - Typical 
Section #1, Figure 2.10.  The six-lane curb and gutter section is proposed where there currently exists 
a four-lane rural section.  There are two primary reasons for using an urban typical:  1) the widening to 
six-lanes can be done within the existing right-of-way; and 2) the area is proposed to continue 
developing into commercial and other urban-type uses during the 20-year design time-frame.  This 
typical section includes three 12-foot travel lanes, a 6.5-foot shoulder (bicycle lane), a 5-foot sidewalk, 
and a utility strip in each direction.  This typical section requires at least 145 feet, and therefore can be 
accommodated within the existing right-of-way, which varies from 174 feet to 219 feet in this area of 
the project. 
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The existing right-of-way narrows from Alligator Creek to S.R. 100 and the existing road configuration 
transitions to an urban curb and gutter section.  In this area, the proposed typical section has a 30-foot 
median, which is required to accommodate double-left turn lanes and to meet safety criteria.  All other 
components of the typical section are similar to the segment described above and as shown on Urban 
Alternative - Typical Section #1, Figure 2.10.  The Proposed Urban Typical Section #1 in this area 
requires a 135-foot right-of-way width. 

In the downtown area between S.R. 100 and S.R. 16, the proposed typical section has an additional 
continuous through/right-turn lane in each direction, which provides needed capacity for additional 
through and right-turn traffic.  This segment also requires the double left-turn lanes to accommodate 
heavy left-turn and possible U-turn movements; therefore, it has a median width of 30 feet.  The 
Proposed Urban Typical Section #2, shown as Figure 2.11, represents the proposed typical for this 
area.  There would be a similar bicycle lane and sidewalk on both sides of the street.  In areas where 
right-of-way takings would leave substandard sized parcels these remnant pieces may be used for 
enhancement of the downtown area by meandering the sidewalks and planting trees to create a 
boulevard concept. 

Just north of S.R. 16 to the north city limits there is not a projected need for continuous right-turn 
lanes, or for double left-turn lanes.  The proposed median width narrows to 30 feet and the high-speed 
urban six-lane typical section requires 135 feet of right-of-way width.  As shown in Figure 2.12, the 
Proposed Urban Typical Section #3 also includes shoulder bicycle lanes and sidewalks. 

North of the city limits a four-lane rural typical section is proposed to the end of the project limits.  As 
shown on the Proposed Urban Typical Section #4, Figure 2.13, the existing right-of-way varies and 
does not allow for a full 40-foot median in some locations.   It is proposed that a design variance be 
requested to avoid the need to acquire additional right-of-way. 

Figure 2.10   Urban Alternative – Proposed Typical Section #1 

 



SECTION 2   ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING PROPOSED ACTION 

2-20  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
  Starke U.S. 301 Corridor Study 

Figure 2.11   Urban Alternative – Proposed Typical Section #2 

 

Figure 2.12   Urban Alternative – Proposed Typical Section #3 
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Access and Intersections.  The Urban Alternative is designed with a restricted median of varying 
widths to accommodate single or double left-turn lanes as required.  In accordance with Access Class 
3 criteria, full median openings occur at approximate half-mile spacing and directional median 
openings at approximate quarter-mile spacing.  Signalized intersections are provided only at full 
median openings where turning movements warrant the need for safe operation.  It is anticipated that 
signals would initially be required at the Wal-Mart entrance, Bradford Square entrance, Edwards Road, 
S.R. 100, and S.R. 16.   

A number of factors are instrumental in determining the recommended locations for signalized 
intersections, full access median openings, and for directional median openings that partially restrict 
such movements.  These factors include: application of the SIS minimum spacing criteria; providing 
connections to the major regional network of roads; providing connections at the locations where the 
highest traffic turning movements occur; connecting to the public roadway system; and providing a 
pattern of movements that minimizes out-of-direction travel, responds to public facility demands, and 
preserves the integrity of the SIS capital investment.  Design criteria call for a minimum median 
opening spacing of 1,320 feet for directional openings and a half-mile for full openings.  Signals would 
be set with a minimum of half-mile spacing.  Since the proposed Urban Alternative utilizes the existing 
facility, specific policies regarding the frequency of driveways would be adhered to for new connec-
tions.  The facility falls under the Access Class 3 designation, which allows connections every 440 feet 
at a design speed of 45 mph or greater.  However, access would not be denied to adjacent properties 
unless limited access is purchased. 

Figure 2.13   Urban Alternative – Proposed Typical Section #4 
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Based on the spacing criteria described above, the proposed Urban Alternative includes six signalized 
intersections:  

 Wal-Mart Entrance/SE 48
th
 Avenue.  This is a relatively new Wal-Mart that was moved from 

the Bradford Square shopping center, and warranted a signal.  This intersection was built with 
appropriate turn lanes. 

 Bradford Square Intersection.  The current main entrance to Bradford Square is a signalized 
intersection with appropriate turning lanes.  Appropriate turning lanes would be provided to 
meet the future traffic demand. 

 Edwards Road Intersection.  The recommended West RR Overpass Option overpasses 
Edwards Road and a direct connection is not possible.  An intersecting roadway that connects 
existing U.S. 301 to a relocated U.S. 301 occurs south of the existing U.S. 301/Edwards Road 
intersection.  This connection would be signalized and requires two southbound left-turn lanes 
and one northbound right-turn lane.  The east leg consists of one left-turn and one right-turn 
lane.  There is no west leg.  Existing Edwards Road is unchanged with this option. 

 S.R. 100 Intersection.  This intersection has the highest traffic turning movements on the 
project.  It requires total reconfiguration of both approach roadways.  With the Urban 
Alternative, the U.S. 301 northbound approach consists of three through lanes, one 
combination through/right-turn lane, and two northbound left-turn lanes.  The U.S. 301 
southbound approach would consist of three through lanes, two left-turn lanes, and a single 
right-turn lane.  The S.R. 100 east and west legs would each consist of two through lanes in 
each direction, single left-turn lanes, and single right-turn lanes.  The S.R. 100 approach 
widening requires approximately 1,000 feet of approach distance from each direction in order 
to effectively transition from their existing pavement width to the lane configuration just stated. 

 S.R. 16 Intersection.  This intersection has the second highest volume of turning vehicles on 
the project and requires total reconstruction of all approaches.  The U.S. 301 northbound 
approach consists of three through lanes, a single right-turn lane, and two left-turn lanes.  The 
U.S. 301 southbound approach consists of three through lanes, one combination 
through/right-turn lane, and two left-turn lanes.  The S.R. 16 eastbound approach consists of 
two through lanes in each direction, one eastbound left-turn lane, and a single eastbound 
right-turn lane.  The westbound approach is similar to the eastbound approach however it 
requires double westbound left-turn lanes.  The approaches on S.R. 16 require approximately 
1,000 feet of approach distance from each direction in order to effectively transition from their 
present pavement width to the lane configuration just stated.   

 Market Road Intersection.  This intersection, which was signalized in 1999, is located at the 
north city limits.  Three through lanes would be carried north through the intersection where 
the configuration would transition to two through lanes.  Left and right turn lanes would be 
provided on the northbound approach.  The southbound approach would consist of two 
through lanes, a through right-turn lane, and a single left turn lane.  The roadway would 
transition from an urban arterial to a rural arterial typical section north of the Market Road 
intersection. 

Right-of-Way.  The right-of-way requirements for the Urban Alternative vary and are dependent upon 
the number of through lanes and turn lanes required.  The minimum width required for the six-lane 
high-speed urban section is 135 feet, while 160 feet is required where a continuous through/right-turn 
lane is needed, as in the downtown Starke area.  From Prevatt Creek to Alligator Creek all of the 
necessary roadway improvements can be made within the existing right-of-way.  From Alligator Creek 
to the north city limit, additional right-of-way is required to accommodate the proposed improvements.  
North of the city limits sufficient right-of-way exists to accommodate the roadway improvements.   
Retention ponds to treat storm water would necessitate additional right-of-way acquisition throughout 
the urban area.  A pond siting report to identify and compare alternative pond sites would be 
completed during the design and reevaluation phase of the project for the recommended alternative.  
Pond sites would be sized and located so as to minimize impacts to wetlands, upland habitat areas, 
and cultural resources. 
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Relocations.  The U.S. 301 corridor is the major road corridor through the Starke area, with adjacent 
businesses, subdivisions and other scattered home sites.  Because U.S. 301 is a major highway 
through the State of Florida, there are a number of gas stations and fast food restaurants that cater to 
travelers adjacent to the highway.  The Urban Alternative, which requires approximately twice the 
existing right-of-way, would require the relocation of an estimated 60 businesses, 9 residences, and 1 
special use facility.  An estimated 2 signs would require relocation with the Urban Alternative. 

Cultural Resources.  No community facilities or services would need to be relocated.  The old Starke 
Armory, which was recently sold by the City to a private individual, has been determined to be eligible 
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  This facility and three other potentially 
eligible historic resources would be directly impacted by the Urban Alternative. 

Structures.  The structures analysis considered structures at four locations on the Urban Alternative.  
For the Urban Alternative the existing bridge over Prevatt Creek would require widening or 
reconstruction, as would the two box culvert locations over Water Oak Creek branches north and 
south.  The West RR Overpass would not only overpass the railroad spur but would require a structure 
over Alligator Creek and Edwards Road. 

Special Features.  The Urban Alternative is characterized as utilizing the existing corridor.   Special 
features of the Urban Alternative include the proposed landscaping to create a boulevard-type facility 
in the downtown area of Starke.  This feature would provide aesthetic qualities for the proposed Urban 
Alternative.  Landscaping also provides a buffer and set back from the highway, reducing highway 
noise for adjacent properties.  The railroad overpass would reduce the delays caused by the existing 
railroad crossing.  The overpass would provide immediate access for emergency vehicles to the 
Bradford Hospital.  Other special features include sidewalks and bike lanes the entire length of the 
project. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities.  The Urban Alternative is a high-speed arterial roadway and would 
accommodate both pedestrians and bicyclists.  The proposed design concept includes shoulder bike 
lanes adjacent to the outside travel lanes in each direction.  In addition, 5-foot wide sidewalks would 
be provided on each side of the roadway and separated from the bicycle lanes by a curb and minimum 
3-foot grassed strip.  In the downtown area, where right-of-way acquisition may be extensive to 
accommodate eight-lanes of traffic, it is proposed that remnant parcels be used as a landscaped area 
with a meandering sidewalk, producing a boulevard concept between S.R. 100 and S.R. 16.  Because 
the roadway would be wide in the downtown area, it would be important to allow sufficient time for 
pedestrians to cross the road and maintain acceptable signal timing.  Pedestrian overpasses may be 
required near the Bradford High School.  All pedestrian facilities would be designed to comply with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, as amended. 

Where crossroads with sidewalks are encountered on the Urban Alternative, the sidewalks would be 
connected to those included within the mainline construction.  Cross streets that would require 
widening, such as S.R. 100 and S.R. 16, would be reconstructed with new sidewalks.  The railroad 
overpass and connector road would include bicycle lanes and sidewalks. 

Maintenance of Traffic.  This alternative involves utilization of the existing U.S. 301 right-of-way for 
virtually all of its length, with the majority of the design concept being a reconstruction and widening of 
the existing pavement.  Since there are no alternative roads to which traffic can be routed, the entire 
construction sequence necessitates a detailed maintenance of traffic plan.  The concept is to maintain 
two lanes of traffic in each direction to the greatest extent possible.  There would also be a need to 
provide continual uninterrupted access to the commercial establishments that abut U.S. 301.  The 
major crossroads of S.R. 100 and S.R. 16 would be affected during the construction effort, and 
temporary signal control plans would be prepared to properly maintain traffic operations.   

Along most of the Urban Alternative the location of the existing lanes would be maintained, however, 
construction activity would occur on each side of the pavement.  This adjacent construction work may 
necessitate the closing of a travel lane during the daily construction activity, or the construction of 
temporary roadways, in order maintain two lanes in each direction.  Appropriate traffic control devices 
are required of the contractor in order to provide safety to the motorist.  Items such as temporary 
barriers, flashing warning devices, electronic warning arrows, and barricades are to be used in the 
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traffic control plan.  Access to adjacent properties would be maintained to the greatest extent possible, 
and would not be severed for any prolonged period of time.  Current signalized intersections would be 
maintained as such throughout the construction project. 

At the crossing of Prevatt Creek and Alligator Creek the traffic control plan would be more specific and 
relate to the sequencing of the bridge modification/reconstruction efforts.  There may be a need to 
restrict traffic to a single lane in each direction so that bridge superstructures and deck replacements 
can be economically done.  If necessary, concrete barrier walls would be introduced in order to 
provide maximum protection to both motorist and construction worker. 

In the downtown segment of the project between S.R. 100 and S.R. 16, the proposed reconstruction 
skews across U.S. 301, utilizing the vast majority of the existing roadway right-of-way.  To accomplish 
the reconstruction of this segment, it would be done in phases that allow temporary pavement 
markings that shift the traffic lanes between new and existing roadway pavements in a safe and 
efficient manner.  This is accomplished with the use of standard devices and techniques for traffic 
control through work zones.  It is possible that four lanes of traffic can be maintained. 

Both the S.R. 100 and S.R. 16 intersections, and of all the approaches would require reconstruction.  
Temporary traffic signals would need to be coordinated with the sequencing of various lane 
configurations throughout the intersection construction.  A reduction of lanes would most likely occur 
during the reconstruction operation.  Advance traffic control warning devices would be mandatory and 
supplemental on-site traffic control personnel may be required to facilitate movement through the 
daytime construction activities. 

The West RR Overpass alignment relocates U.S. 301 west of the present roadway and incorporates a 
bridge that would overpass the railroad spur.  It would also overpass Edwards Road.  Since most of 
the construction is on new location traffic can easily be maintained on the existing roadway without 
major traffic control elements.  The bridge at Edwards Road would be constructed to avoid disruption 
of traffic with the only traffic interruption occurring when the beams are placed.  This would be for a 
very short duration of time and can be scheduled to occur during a time of minimal traffic frequency.  
There would be a need to construct transition roadways at each end of the relocation section and to 
provide effective traffic control during the transition section construction operation.  The traffic can be 
controlled through the use of standard devices and supplemented with traffic control personnel. 

Safety Improvements.  Three major safety issues are considered in the evaluation of alternatives, they 
include:  emergency vehicle and evacuation access, crash potential, and design safety.  The Urban 
Alternative is expected to address all of these safety concerns.  Emergency vehicle and evacuation 
access considerations are intrinsically related to delays and other potential traffic backups, including 
flooding conditions.  The urban route would provide an adequate level of service through the removal 
of traffic signals, minimization of conflicting cross street movements, and increase the average travel 
speed.  Other potential delays can be avoided by removal of the school zone with construction of 
pedestrian overpasses, and a railroad overpass.  Improved drainage would assist in the prevention of 
flooding conditions that have been known to occur on existing U.S. 301 in the Bradford High School 
area.  Other safety features of the Urban Alternative include modification of the vertical and horizontal 
curves just north of the rail crossing and south of the S.R. 100 intersection, including a railroad 
overpass.   

Capacity and Level of Service.  Traffic on the heaviest traffic segment of U.S. 301 is expected to 
increase from 36,800 AADT in the year 2008 to 57,200 AADT in 2040.  With the No Build Alternative 
the 2040 design year level of service conditions are anticipated to be LOS F.  The proposed Urban 
Alternative would provide an overall adequate LOS C capacity.   The Urban Alternative would meet the 
SIS level of service criteria.  Additional information regarding existing and future AADT, level of service 
and capacity is included in Section 1, Purpose and Need for Action. 

Environmental Impacts.  The Urban Alternative is located in a predominantly developed area; 
therefore it is less likely that any of the protected species identified in Section 3, Affected Environment, 
would utilize the habitats in the immediate vicinity of U.S. 301.  Wetland impacts are anticipated to be 
relatively minor with the Urban Alternative.  The approximate 4.5 acres of wetlands impacted, are 
located primarily within the existing right-of-way, with the exception of the forested wetlands that would 
be impacted by the realignment for the railroad spur overpass south of S.R. 100. 
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2.3.4.2 Rural Alternative 

The Rural Alternative is 7.3 miles in length and is developed as a four-lane limited access highway facility. 
It would route through traffic around the more developed and congested segments of U.S. 301 including 
the City of Starke.  A limited access facility with grade-separated intersections is proposed, as opposed to 
a new controlled access arterial roadway with at-grade intersections, because it would:  afford increased 
safety; have a higher average travel speed; have a greater lane capacity; and reduce the potential of 
urban sprawl in the rural areas.  The major factors that contributed to the development of the specific 
rural alignment included:  connections to the existing road system; avoidance of sensitive wetlands to 
the greatest extent possible; and avoidance of residences and businesses.  Conceptual plans for the 
Rural Alternative are included in the PER, Appendix L, Alternative Concept Plans on the attached 
DVD. 

Alignment.  The Rural Alternative alignment begins on existing U.S. 301 south of the city limits and 
north of Prevatt Creek.  It continues on new location, west of the existing route for a distance of 
approximately 7.3 miles, returning and ending on existing U.S. 301 approximately 3 miles north of 
town at C.R. 233.  The location of the Rural Alternative is shown on Figure 2.4.  The horizontal 
alignment meets the 70 mph design speed for rural highways.  The typical section is that of a four-lane 
rural facility having a grassed median and side swales.  The proposed right-of-way width is 300 feet. 

Typical Section.  The Rural Alternative utilizes a four-lane rural highway configuration and has a 
design speed of 70 mph.  As shown Figure 2.14 the Proposed Rural Alternative Typical Section, 
requires a median width of 64 feet and a clear zone of 36 feet.  The two travel lanes in each direction 
are 12 feet each.  Outside shoulders are 12 feet wide and inside shoulders are 8 feet wide.  A portion 
of the storm water runoff would be retained in the roadside swales.  The typical section for the Rural 
Alternative requires a right-of-way width of 300 feet.  This typical section would vary only at inter-
change locations where access ramps diverge and converge with the main line.  This right-of-way 
would be purchased as limited access. 

Access and Intersections.  The Rural Alternative is proposed as a limited access highway.  All 
crossroads and railroad crossings are over-passed, and direct private driveway connections would be 
prohibited.  This access restriction is accomplished by legally obtaining right-of-access from abutting 
property owners or by the use of frontage roads.  Full access control provides for a higher and more 
stable capacity, a higher safety factor, and a higher operating speed for through traffic.  Grade 
separated access to the facility would be provided at interchanges proposed at S.R. 100 and S.R. 16.  
These interchanges are justified based on connectivity to state routes serving the City of Starke urban 
area. 

 Southern Terminus.  The U.S. 301 bypass mainline would be continuous and curve to the 
west north of Prevatt Creek on a new alignment.  A new connection to existing U.S. 301 to the 
north would be constructed with an at-grade intersection.  An interchange was determined not 
feasible at this location due to cost and access issues. 

 S.R. 100 Interchange.  The proposed interchange at S.R. 100 is a typical rural diamond 
configuration.  The crossroad would be over passed by relocated U.S. 301 and would be 
widened to allow for a center storage lane for left-turning vehicles.  No signalization is 
required.  

 S.R. 16 Interchange.  The proposed interchange at S.R. 16 is a typical rural diamond 
configuration as described above for the S.R. 100 Interchange. 

 Northern Terminus.  The U.S. 301 bypass mainline would be continuous through the C.R. 233 
intersection.  A new connection to the existing U.S. 301 to the south would be constructed with 
an at-grade intersection.  This connection would provide access to the remaining properties to 
the east on the existing U.S. 301.  An interchange was determined not feasible at this location 
due to cost and access issues. 
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Right-of-Way.  The Rural Alternative would require a minimum right-of-way width of 300 feet, with 
additional right-of-way requirements at locations of interchanges and storm water retention ponds.  A 
pond siting report to identify and compare alternative pond sites would be completed during the design 
and reevaluation phase of the project for the recommended alternative.  Pond sites would be sized 
and located so as to minimize impacts to wetlands, upland habitat and cultural resources.  

Relocations.  The Rural Alternative is located in areas dominated by agricultural and forested uses.  
Therefore, this alternative would require fewer business relocations.  Two businesses would require 
relocation.  There would be 26 residential relocations, mostly scattered in the rural areas.  The Rural 
Alternative would traverse the City of Starke's wastewater spray fields located south of Alligator Creek 
and west of U.S. 301 and would require replacement of any impacted areas.  Two signs would require 
relocation with the Rural Alternative. 

Cultural Resources.  The Rural Alternative would have no adverse effect any site eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  A construction fence would be needed to protect the 
Keller Cemetery during construction.  And at the abandoned Brymer Cemetery, Site 8BF162, there is 
potential that additional graves would need to be located and moved. 

Structures.  There are structures being evaluated at seven locations on the Rural Alternative.  There 
are two water crossings, one railroad overpass, two local road overpasses, and two state highway 
interchange bridges associated with the Rural Alternative.  The crossing of Water Oak Creek would 
require large box culverts.  Two long flyover steel box girder structures were previously considered at 
the north and south connections to the existing U.S. 301.  However, after public input regarding 
access issues and further consideration of the high cost these two interchanges, the connections to 
U.S. 301 have been redesigned with at-grade intersections. 

Figure 2.14  Rural Alternative – Typical Section 
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Special Features.  The Rural Alternative is designed as a limited access facility.  Other special 
features include two interchanges at S.R. 100 and S.R. 16, routes that directly serve the City of 
Starke. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities.  The Rural Alternative is being considered as a limited access 
freeway.  State law prohibits access by pedestrians and non-motorized vehicles on limited access 
facilities. None of the roadways that intersect the Rural Alternative at its currently proposed location 
have sidewalks for pedestrians, nor do they have wide travel lanes to accommodate bicycles.  
However, bicycles on intersecting roadways can be accommodated by allowing sufficient clearance for 
roadway widening or sidewalks at underpass locations. 

Maintenance of Traffic. Since this Rural Alternative is primarily on new location, the concerns for 
maintenance of traffic center on the project termini, the interchange locations, crossing routes that 
would be grade separated, and local roads that may require minor relocation. 

At both the southern and northern termini, four-lane traffic operations would be maintained on U.S. 
301 throughout the construction duration, except for very short periods of time, when a single lane in 
each direction may be necessary for an immediate construction sequence.  Traffic would be rerouted 
through the construction zones with the use of median crossovers and temporary roadways.  The 
design of these traffic control roadways would be done to accommodate speeds of at least 35 mph. 

Traffic operations on S.R. 100 and on S.R. 16 would be maintained throughout the construction 
duration of the interchanges.  The bridge construction can be accomplished without any modification 
to the traffic pattern.  There may be a need to halt traffic for very short periods of time when the beams 
of the bridge are placed, but these occasions would be insignificant to the overall flow of traffic.  The 
construction of the ramp terminals and the widening of the roadway for the turn lanes require 
construction adjacent to the existing pavement of the crossroad.  This construction can be 
accomplished with the use of standard traffic control techniques with no alteration of the traffic 
patterns.  Due to the location of the interchange at S.R. 100 it is necessary to relocate a small 
segment of Edwards Road (C.R. 100A).  The relocation construction would occur prior to the 
interchange construction and traffic can be directed to the relocated roadway to avoid any 
inconvenience to local traffic movements. 

Several roadways and a rail line intersect the proposed alignment of the Rural Alternative. It is 
anticipated that relocated U.S. 301 would overpass the intersected routes.  The construction of the 
bridges would be such that traffic operations can be maintained on the crossroads throughout the 
construction operation. 

Safety Improvements.  The Rural Alternative would also assist in the transport of emergency vehicles 
through the rural area, however, not as directly as the Urban Alternative.  Greater potential exists for 
improved evacuation of the surrounding areas by providing for a much higher level of service and 
increased capacity.  The Rural Alternative is designed as a limited access facility with grade-separated 
interchange, thereby reducing conflicts with the rail crossing and other cross street traffic. 

Capacity and Level of Service.  With the No Build Alternative the level of service conditions are 
anticipated to be LOS F.  The proposed Rural Alternative would achieve 2040 design year LOS B on 
the bypass route and result in a LOS B on the existing route.  The Rural Alternative would meet the 
SIS level of service criteria.  In the design year, 2040, there would be a 57 percent reduction of traffic 
on existing U.S. 301 between S.R. 100 and S.R. 16, a 31 percent reduction in traffic on S.R. 16 west 
of U.S. 301, and a 16 percent reduction of traffic on S.R.100 west of U.S. 301.  Additional information 
regarding existing and future AADT, level of service and capacity is included in Section 1.0, Purpose 
and Need for Action. 

Environmental Impacts.  It is likely that at least four federally protected species would utilize habitats 
available in the areas through which the Rural Alternative traverses.  No impact is expected to occur to 
the state-listed animal species potentially occurring in the project area.  The Rural Alternative is 
estimated to have an impact on approximately 81 acres of wetlands within the proposed right-of-way 
as it traverses a largely undeveloped area.  Most of these wetlands are forested wetlands, and all of 
the wetlands are freshwater and non-tidal.  
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2.4 LEAST ENVIRONMENTALLY DAMAGING PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVE (EVALUATION 
MATRIX) 

An evaluation of the Urban and Rural Alternatives was performed to determine the Least Environmen-
tally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) and select a Preferred Alternative.  Under the Section 
404(b)(1) guidelines, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) may only permit discharges of 
dredged or fill material into waters of the United States that represent the LEDPA, so long as the 
alternative does not have other significant adverse environmental consequences. Furthermore, an 
alternative is considered practicable if “it is available and capable of being done after taking into 
consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes.” 

Both the Urban and Rural Alternatives are considered practicable.  While the Urban Alternative would 
have the least wetland impacts, the evaluation considered other significant adverse environmental 
consequences. The evaluation considered a wide range of environmental issues, which include the 
potentially affected public interest factors established by the Clean Water Act, as well as cost and how 
well the alternatives met the project purpose and need.   

An evaluation matrix was developed to assist in the comparison.  Table 2.5 compares and ranks the 
alternatives according to how they performed in meeting the purpose and need, minimizing costs, and 
relative to environmental impacts.  Various parameters were used to compare performance. The 
alternatives were given an overall score for purpose and need, cost, and environmental resources 
based on how many categories they performed the best in. The best performing alternative for each 
category is highlighted in yellow.  Each category “win” counted for one point.   

Environmental resources were further divided in the matrix into three categories---physical, socio-
economic, and natural---which were scored separately and then combined into one overall environ-
mental score.  This was done to demonstrate the rationale for the Preferred Alternative being the 
LEDPA.  While the Rural Alternative would impact more wetlands, it would have fewer socio-economic 
and physical impacts. It would also best meet the purpose and need and be the most cost effective. 
The reasoning for the LEDPA is further outlined in the evaluation matrix and described in the following 
sections. 

Most of the criteria listed are easily quantifiable, such as costs, acres of wetlands impacted, numbers 
of relocations, and number of potential contamination sites. Other criteria, which can only be described 
in qualitative terms, are discussed in greater detail in Section 4, Environmental Consequences, 
including criteria such as the contamination sites, threatened and endangered species, and value of 
wetlands impacted. 

Quantitative information, as provided, gives a basis for determining the potential scope of each project 
alternative. Though direct comparison can be made on each of the evaluation issues, all issues must 
be considered to gain a full appreciation of each alternative. For example, cost estimates for construc-
tion, right-of-way, and environmental mitigation vary considerably between the two alternatives. The 
Urban Alternative is expected to have high right-of-way costs and would require a large number of 
business relocations. The Rural Alternative is expected to have higher construction costs and would 
require more environmental mitigation to compensate for impacts to wetlands. The evaluation matrix 
compares the Rural Alternative with the Urban Alternative and the sections following the matrix 
provide discussion on the results. 
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Table 2.5 Environmental Ranking Matrix 

 

Feature No Build Alternative 

Urban Alternative 
With 

West RR Overpass 
Option 

Rural Alternative 

P
u

rp
o

s
e
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n

d
 N

e
e

d
 

2040 AADT (1) 57,200 57,200 31,400 

Design Year Level of Service (1) LOS F LOS C LOS B 

Removal of Truck Traffic 
High Percentage of Truck 

Traffic 
Additional capacity reduces 

delays. 

Separates through traffic 
and removes trucks form 
downtown Starke.  Also 
provides safer route for 

hazardous waste. 

Evacuation 
Clearance times would 
increase as population 

grows. 

Enhanced by additional 
lanes and RR overpass, 

passes by existing shelters. 

New route provides more 
capacity, separates 

regional evacuating traffic, 
and provides RR 

overpass. 

Emergency Access 

Increased congestion 
leads to more accidents 

and slower response 
times. 

Improved directly by 
additional lanes and RR 

overpass. 

Improved indirectly by 
removing traffic from 

downtown Starke. 

Meets SIS Standards SIS criteria not met. 

Right-of-way constraints 
and capacity needs may 

restrict meeting high speed 
urban criteria.  Other 
criteria would be met. 

All SIS criteria would be 
met. 

Crash Potential 
Crash rates are 
abnormally high. 

Crash Potential is generally 
greater on six-lane vs. four-

lane roads. 

Reduced crash potential 
by separating through and 

local traffic. 

Total Points for Purpose and 
Need 

N/A 1 7 

P
ro

je
c

t 
C

o
s

t 

Total Project Cost 
($Million, 2011) 

None $232.3 $201.7 

Construction (14) None $90.8 $113.6 

Engineering (15) None $27.2 $34.1 

Right-of-Way (2) None $113.9 $45.9 

Wetland Mitigation (7) None $0.4 $8.1 

Annual User Benefit 
($Billion, Present Value) (16) 

Baseline $0.9 $1.4 

Benefit/Cost Ratio Baseline 3.7 7.1 

Total Points for Project Cost N/A 0 3 
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Feature No Build Alternative 

Urban Alternative 
With 

West RR Overpass 
Option 

Rural Alternative 
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n
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Socio-Economic Resources 

Number of Parcels Impacted  (2) None 137 75 

Relocations (2) None 

72 
(60 businesses, 9 

residences, 1 special use, 
and 2 signs) 

31  
(2 businesses, 26 

residences, 1 special use, 
and 2 signs) 

Environmental Justice (EJ): N/A 
Greater chance of EJ 
impact. 

Lesser chance of EJ 
impact. 

Minority Populations (3)  45.03% Minority 18.43% Minority 

Families Below Poverty 
 (Block Group Range) (3) 

 11.32%-32.26% 7.56%-14.00% 

Elderly Population (3) N/A 

14.62% - Elderly population 
would have more lanes to 
cross but a median refuge 
to allow crossing 4 lanes at 

a time 

10.20% 

Disability Status N/A 

16.03% - Disabled 
population would have 

more lanes to cross, but a 
median refuge to allow 

crossing 4 lanes at a time. 

13.96% 

Community Cohesion 
On-going congestion and 
business and community 

access issues 

Less congestion, but 
continued business and 

community access issues 

Less traffic and congestion 
in downtown Starke, 

improving livability in the 
downtown area 

Community Facilities Impacted (2) None Old Armory 
Starke Wastewater 

 Spray Fields 

Initial Economic Impact (4)  No Change Business Disruption 
Diversion of Traffic from 

Businesses 

Long-Term Economic Impact (4) Constrained Growth 
Reorganization & upgrade 

of adjacent downtown 
properties. 

Reduces urban congestion 
& creates new business 
opportunities.  Similar 

projects have beneficial 
long-term effects. 

Section 106 Properties (5) None 

4 potentially eligible NRHP 
sites within proposed 

 right of way 
and 

ASR&G Railroad - 
potentially eligible resource 

overpassed. 

ASR&G Railroad - 
potentially eligible 

resource overpassed  
and  

special considerations for 
Keller Cemetery and 

former Brymer Cemetery  

Recreation Sites (6) None None None 

Local Support 
Not consistent with 

Comprehensive Plan 
Citizen opposition petition 

with 245 signatures. 

Supported by City 
Commission of Starke, 
Bradford Co. Board of 

County Commissioners, 
North Florida Regional 

Chamber of Commerce. 

Cumulative and Indirect Effects Baseline 
Change in character of 

downtown Starke 
Improved livability in 

downtown Starke 

Total Points for Social 
Resources 

N/A 3 15 
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Feature No Build Alternative 

Urban Alternative 
With 

West RR Overpass 
Option 

Rural Alternative 
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Natural Resources 

Wetlands – Total Direct (Dredge & 
Fill) (7) 

None 4.5 Acres 81.0 Acres 

Endangered Species (8) None No Adverse Impact No Adverse Impact 

100-Year Flood Hazard Areas (9) N/A 6 Transverse Crossings 10 Transverse Crossings 

Prime Farmlands (10) None None None 

Cumulative and Indirect Effects Baseline Similar impacts to No Build. 
Greater impacts due to 
induced development. 

Total Points for Natural 
Resources 

N/A 5 1 

Physical Resources 

Potentially Contaminated 
Properties (Risk) (11) 

N/A 
31 High Risk  

36 Medium Risk 
72 Low Risk 

4 High Risk  
8 Medium Risk 

22 Low Risk 

Noise Impacts (12) 72 Noise Sensitive Sites 131 Noise Sensitive Sites 15 Noise Sensitive Sites 

Air Quality Impacts (13) None Short-term Impacts Only Short-term Impacts Only 

Utilities None 
All major utilities along 

U.S. 301 replaced. 

Minimal utilities 
replacements. 

Indirect and Cumulative Baseline 
Cumulative effect of 
increased noise in 
downtown Starke. 

Additional utilities needed 
for induced development 

areas. 

Total Points for Physical 
Resources 

N/A 2 4 

Total Points for  Environmental 
(Socio-economic + Natural + 
Physical Resources Points) 

N/A 10 20 

Sources: 
(1) Updated design year traffic analysis completed in 2012 and included in Section 1.4 Transportation Demand of the DEIS.  
(2) FDOT Right-of-way Office, 2011. 
(3) Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan, FDOT, June 1, 2011. 
(4) Economic Impact Analysis, FDOT, July 1996. 
(5) Cultural Resource Assessment Survey of SR 200 from CR 227 to CR 233, PD&E Study, Bradford Co, FL, FDOT, November 2010. 
(6) Florida Geographical Data Library, 2011 and field review. 
(7) Wetlands Evaluation Report (WER) – FDOT Revised, 2012. 
(8) FDOT Field reviewed in 2010, Section 4.4.14.1.  
(9) Location Hydraulics Report, 2012. 
(10) Farmland Conversion Impact Rating, SCS, February 13, 1996, Appendix A, Exhibit A.18.  
(11) Level 1 Update to the Contamination Screening Evaluation Report (CSER), Urban Alignment, FDOT, May 2, 2011 and Level 1 Update to the 
Contamination Screening Report (CSER), Rural Alignment, FDOT, May 10, 2010. 
(12) Noise Study Report (NSR), FDOT, June 13, 2011, revised 2012. 
(13) Air Quality Technical Memorandum, FDOT, March 5, 2010.  
(14) FDOT Long-range Estimate (LRE), FDOT 2011. 
(15) Calculated as 30% of Construction Costs.  
(16) Updated in 2011 using methodology described in Preliminary Engineering Report (PER), Section 9.11. 
Note:  The construction and right-of-way costs for hypothetical ponds were considered here and the preliminary environmental impacts of 
potential pond site alternatives are addressed in Section 4.4.7.   
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2.4.1 PURPOSE AND NEED 

The primary purposes of the proposed project are to 1) relieve congestion on the S.R. 200/U.S. 301 
corridor within the City of Starke, caused by heavy truck traffic volumes, and 2) provide additional 
capacity for future traffic growth as defined by the transportation study area. Other objectives of the 
project are to improve the U.S. 301 corridor to Florida SIS design standards and to improve safety on 
the route. 

The No Build Alternative would not meet the project goals to improve traffic operations in the U.S. 301 
corridor. With the No Build Alternative, the traffic congestion and level of service would continue to 
deteriorate. This would be the result of increasing traffic on the roadway, closely spaced signalized 
intersections, increased commercial development, and unrestricted access within the urban area. As 
the level of service declines, additional congestion would contribute to greenhouse gas emissions. No 
improvements to accommodate bicycles would be possible within the constrained right-of-way. As 
traffic congestion continues, business activity may be constrained by lack of traffic capacity. 

Congestion Relief and Additional Capacity 

Traffic on the heaviest traffic segment of U.S. 301 is expected to increase from 36,800 AADT in the 
year 2008 to 57,200 AADT in 2040. With the No Build Alternative, the 2040 design year LOS 
conditions are anticipated to be LOS F.  

The proposed Urban Alternative would provide an overall adequate LOS C in the 2040 design year, 
meeting the SIS LOS criteria. However, right-of-way constraints and capacity needs may restrict 
meeting the SIS design speed criteria in some urban segments. 

The proposed Rural Alternative would achieve 2040 design year LOS B on the bypass route and 
result in a LOS B on the existing route, also meeting the SIS LOS criteria.  In the design year 2040, 
the Rural Alternative would result in a 57 percent reduction of traffic on existing U.S. 301 between S.R. 
100 and S.R. 16, a 31 percent reduction in traffic on S.R. 16 west of U.S. 301, and a 16 percent 
reduction of traffic on S.R. 100 west of U.S. 301. Separation of through traffic and local traffic with the 
Rural Alternative would help to reduce traffic congestion, including removing truck traffic. 

While both the Urban and Rural Alternatives would provide adequate LOS capacity and meet the SIS 
LOS criteria, the Rural Alternative would provide the most additional capacity, the most relief from 
truck traffic, the best LOS, and would meet all SIS criteria.  Additionally, the Rural Alternative would 
prevent a bottle neck from happening where U.S. 301 would transition from six back to four lanes.  
More detailed information regarding existing and future AADT, LOS and capacity is included in Section 
1.0, Purpose and Need for Action. 

Improved Safety  

Three major safety issues are considered in the evaluation of alternatives including: emergency 
vehicle and evacuation access, crash potential, and design safety.   

The Urban Alternative would improve safety by minimizing delays and flood conditions which are 
intrinsically related to emergency vehicle and evacuation access considerations. The Urban Alterna-
tive would provide an adequate level of service through the removal of traffic signals, minimization of 
conflicting cross street movements, and increase the average travel speed. Other potential delays can 
be avoided by removal of the school zone with construction of pedestrian overpasses, and a railroad 
overpass.  Improved drainage would assist in the prevention of flooding conditions that have been 
known to occur on existing U.S. 301 in the Bradford High School area. Additionally, existing evacua-
tion shelters are located along the Urban Alternative.  Other safety features of the Urban Alternative 
include modification of the vertical and horizontal curves just north of the rail crossing and south of the 
S.R. 100 intersection, including a railroad overpass.  While the Urban Alternative provides these safety 
improvements, crash potential is generally greater on six-lane roadways according to FDOT’s Crash 
Analysis Reporting System. 

The Rural Alternative would also assist in the transport of emergency vehicles through the rural area; 
however, not as directly as the Urban Alternative. Separation of through traffic and local traffic with the 
Rural Alternative would help to reduce traffic congestion thereby reducing emergency vehicle 
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response time and reducing the potential for crashes within the city. Greater potential exists for 
improved evacuation of the surrounding areas by providing for a much higher level of service and 
increased capacity.  Regional evacuating traffic would be removed from downtown Starke.  The Rural 
Alternative is designed as a limited access facility with grade-separated interchange, thereby reducing 
conflicts with the rail crossing and other cross street traffic.   

Overall, the Rural Alternative would better improve safety than the Urban Alternative.  The new route 
provides more capacity, offers a higher level of service, separates regional evacuating traffic, and 
reduces the potential for crashes. 

2.4.2 COSTS 

Construction costs include the roadway, cross street improvements, structures, drainage, traffic 
control, minor utilities, railroad crossings, earthwork and embankments, and possible contingency 
costs.  Current, 2011, construction costs are shown on Table 2.5.  The Urban Alternative requires the 
reconstruction to a six-lane urban section on a slightly different alignment on an approximate 7.2-mile 
segment, including an auxiliary lane, bike lanes, and side walks.  Cross street improvements would be 
necessary to accommodate turn lanes.  Structure widening and new construction, drainage improve-
ments, and utility relocations would also be undertaken.  The Urban Alternative is estimated to cost 
$90.8 million in construction costs. 

The Rural Alternative includes construction of approximately 7.3 miles of rural four-lane freeway, 
including six new structures.  The Rural Alternative construction is estimated to cost $113.6 million 
dollars.  High costs are associated with the two proposed diamond interchanges at S.R. 100 and S.R. 
16.  Construction costs are summarized in Table 2.5. 

Preliminary engineering, construction engineering and inspections, and other related costs are 
estimated to be 30 percent of the construction cost.  These costs vary by alternatives based on total 
construction costs.  Table 2.5 has a line item for engineering costs, which are estimated to be $27.2 
million for the Urban Alternative and $34.1 million for the Rural Alternative. 

The preliminary engineering and right-of-way phase of the Starke U.S. 301 Corridor project is included 
in the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Fiscal Years (FY) 2013-2016, the First Five-
Year Plan of the SIS Highway Funding Strategy, FY 2012/2013 through FY 2016/2017, and the FDOT 
Five Year Work Program FY 2013 through FY 2017 (Appendix B, Exhibit B.11, B.12 and B.13, 
respectively). 

The cost of right-of-way is considered to be a significant cost item and is included along with construc-
tion engineering, and environmental mitigation in the analysis and comparison of project cost.  Right-
of-way costs have been estimated in 2011 and include all costs associated with support, right-of-way 
consultants, operations, relocation assistance provided to property owners, and land acquisition.  The 
land costs include all parcels or fractions of parcels within the proposed right-of-way and required 
retention pond locations.  At this particular stage of the study these parcels have not been surveyed 
and the estimates for right-of-way costs are preliminary.  The right-of-way costs for the Urban 
Alternative are considerably higher than the Rural Alternative.  The Urban Alternative would require 
acquisition of 137 parcels, which includes an estimated 105 commercial parcels, 9 residential parcels, 
and 23 vacant parcels.  The Urban Alternative is estimated to cost approximately $113.9 million in 
right-of-way costs.  The Rural Alternative would impact larger, and therefore fewer, parcels.  Acquisi-
tion of a total of 75 parcels, including 7 commercial parcels, 30 residential parcels, and 38 vacant 
parcels would be required.  The replacement costs associated with impacts to the wastewater spray 
are included in the right-of-way cost estimate.  The Rural Alternative right-of-way costs are estimated 
to be $45.9 million. 

Wetland mitigation costs are calculated based on an average cost of $100,000 per acre of wetlands 
that would be impacted.  The cost of wetland mitigation with the Urban Alternative is expected to be 
approximately $450,000.  The cost for wetland mitigation on the Rural Alternative is anticipated to be 
close to $8.1 million. 

Overall, the project cost is lower for the Rural Alternative.  The Rural Alternative would also provide 
the most benefit for the cost as described in the following section. 
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User Benefits 

The user benefits are demonstrated by three factors:  the annual time cost savings, the annual vehicle 
operating cost savings and the annual crash economic loss savings.  Aspects of the proposed 
alternatives used to estimate these user benefits include:  the roadway type, the length of the 
roadway, the average daily traffic, and the projected average travel speed.  A comparison with the No 
Build Alternative provides the benefits derived by the user of the proposed facilities.  Calculations for 
the Rural Alternative must include the characteristics of the existing U.S. 301 route, as well, since a 
portion of the traffic would still travel that segment of the roadway.  The resulting savings form the 
basis of a comparison with the cost of the alternatives in the form of a benefit-cost ratio. 

The annual vehicle operating cost savings of the Rural Alternative is expected to be slightly higher 
than the No Build Alternative or the Urban Alternative because the length of the Rural Alternative is 
slightly longer. 

The Urban Alternative is expected to provide an annual time cost savings of $74.4 million over a No 
Build Alternative for that same segment of U.S. 301.  This time cost savings is calculated using state 
per capita income average and a factor of 1.25 persons per vehicle.  The Rural Alternative is expected 
to have an annual time cost savings of $86 million.  While the length is slightly longer on the Rural 
Alternative, the speeds are faster. 

Savings from a reduction in economic loss from crashes of the build alternatives is expected to be 
greater for the Rural Alternative at $11.3 million.  There is not anticipated to be a savings with the 
Urban Alternative.  In fact, there may be a greater cost associated with crashes because six-lane 
roadways tend to have higher crash rates than four-lane highways. 

The annual user benefit when converted to present value for a 30-year life with an estimated 5 percent 
annual interest is expected to result in a significant cost savings of $892.7 million for the Urban 
Alternative and of $1.4 billion for the Rural Alternative.  These factors when compared to the total 
project cost including improvement costs and annual maintenance costs result in a benefit-cost ratio.  
The Rural Alternative is anticipated to have a higher benefit-cost ratio than the Urban Alternative, as 
shown on Table 2.5.  The Urban Alternative has a benefit-cost ratio of 3.7 and the Rural Alternative 
has a benefit-cost ratio of 7.1.  This is a significant advantage of the Rural Alternative because the 
Rural Alternative provides more capacity than the Urban Alternative. 

2.4.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS  

New highway alignments and highway improvements often result in impacts on the environment.  
FDOT took natural, social, and physical environmental resources into consideration in evaluating the 
alternatives.  FDOT made every reasonable effort to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and 
other resources.  Where impacts were unavoidable, FDOT examined mitigation options. 

Social and Economic Environment 

While the Urban Alternative minimizes impacts to natural resources, it results in significantly greater 
impacts to social resources.  The Urban Alternative would require 60 businesses and nine residential 
relocations.  The heavy stream of traffic which would continue to get worse under the Urban Alterna-
tive is a dangerous barrier to the community.  The Urban Alternative would mitigate for this through 
sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and median refuges. However, the raised median would restrict left turn 
movements and further impact businesses. Local government officials and citizens have expressed 
opposition to this alternative because of its impact to the city.  The Rural Alternative would require two 
businesses and 26 residences.  It would separate through traffic and improve livability in downtown 
Starke.   

Because of concern over potential business impacts, an Economic Impact Study was performed.  
Economic impacts associated with the Urban Alternative are the result of displacements of commercial 
land uses. Impacts associated with the Rural Alternative include some displacements, but are primarily 
the result of rerouting through traffic.  The impacts are expected to be greatest in the early years, in 
terms of disruption and loss of activity. Thereafter, activity would be restored as businesses relocate, 
consumers adjust their travel patterns, and new properties are developed or redeveloped along the 
Urban or Rural improvement. Because of lack of significant competition on U.S. 301 north and south of 



SECTION 2  ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING PROPOSED ACTION 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-35 
Starke U.S. 301 Corridor Study 

Starke, businesses would continue to capture through traffic.  Impacts associated with the Rural 
Alternative include some displacements, resulting from rerouting through traffic. A review of other 
communities reveals that bypass-type improvements, like the proposed Rural Alternative, generally 
have long-term beneficial impacts on the communities because they reduce congestion in town and 
provide economic development opportunities along the bypass route. 

A brief analysis of property values to be impacted by the project alternatives revealed that, the 
assessed value of properties that are anticipated to be wholly or partially acquired for the Urban 
Alternative represents approximately five percent of the total taxable value. The properties impacted 
by Rural Alternative represent only one percent of the total taxable value of the County. In addition, 
the aggregate loss of annual tax revenues from real property, sales, and gasoline taxes is expected to 
be 26 percent higher for the Urban Alternative compared to the Rural Alternative. 

Natural Environment 

The Urban Alternative is located in a predominantly developed area; therefore, potential impacts to the 
natural environment are less than those under the Rural Alternative.  It is less likely that any of the 
protected species identified in Section 3, Affected Environment, would utilize the habitats in the 
immediate vicinity of U.S. 301. The Rural Alternative would likely affect habitat used by at least four 
federally protected species; however, no adverse impacts to federally-listed species are anticipated.  
No impact is expected to occur to the state-listed animal species potentially occurring in the project 
area.  Wetland impacts are anticipated to be relatively minor with the Urban Alternative. The Urban 
Alternative would impact approximately 4.5 acres of wetlands located primarily within the existing right-
of-way, with the exception of the forested wetlands that would be impacted by the realignment for the 
railroad spur overpass south of S.R. 100.  The Rural Alternative is estimated to have an impact on 
approximately 81 acres of wetlands within the proposed right-of-way as it traverses a largely undevel-
oped area. Most of these wetlands are forested wetlands, and all of the wetlands are freshwater and 
non-tidal.  Wetland impacts would be mitigated in coordination USACE and Suwanee River Water 
Management District (SRWMD).  Possible mitigation measures include site-specific mitigation for the 
restoration of the Alligator Creek system or a regional wetlands mitigation program.   

Physical Environment 

The Rural Alternative also has less impact on the physical environment.  Physical environmental 
factors include air quality, contaminated sites, utilities, and noise.  The Rural Alternative would involve 
15 noise impacted sites compared to 131 noise impacted sites for the Urban Alternative.  The Rural 
Alternative would potentially involve 34 contaminated sites while the Urban Alternative would 
potentially involve 139 contaminated sites.  The noise analysis revealed no feasible and cost-
reasonable mitigation measures for either alternative. The Urban Alternative would also require the 
replacement of all major utilities along US 301. Neither alternative would have long-term air impacts.  
Overall, the Rural Alternative would involve far fewer impacts to the physical environment. 

Indirect and Cumulative Effects 

An analysis of indirect and cumulative effects was performed for this project.  The Indirect and 
Cumulative Effects Report is included on the attached DVD or available from the FDOT District Two 
Office in Lake City, Florida.  A panel of local land use planners indicated that the areas developed 
under the Urban and No Build Alternatives would be similar.  However, the Urban Alternative may 
encourage denser commercial uses along U.S. 301 and more infill in the downtown area.  They also 
stated that the Urban Alternative would likely slow the timing of development due to the right-of-way 
acquisition process.  Under the Rural Alternative, local planners predicted limited development 
surrounding the interchanges with S.R. 16 and S.R. 100 and the northern connection to U.S. 301. The 
total area of potential induced development, as forecasted by local planners, is approximately 400 
acres.  The induced development could result in indirect effects to approximately 76 acres of range 
land, 181 acres of upland forests, 235 acres of floodplains, 0.4 miles of streams, and 104 acres of 
wetlands.  These quantifications represent the total resource features within a geographically defined 
development area and are not intended to imply that all such resources would be adversely affected.  
Actual impacts to some of these resources are likely to be reduced, as Federal and state regulations 
and local ordinances regulate development affecting these resources.  The nature and timing of the 
forecasted development in this area would be constricted by the lack of infrastructure, including water, 
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wastewater, and adjoining transportation facilities.  Additionally, these represent a relatively small 
percent of resources in the larger resource study area. 

The cumulative effects analysis attempted to determine the magnitude of the potential cumulative 
effects on the resources.  Vegetation and wildlife habitat may experience an adverse cumulative effect 
from continued stress on the resource (loss of habitat and fragmentation) caused by development 
under any of the scenarios.  The cumulative effects of the Urban Alternative may affect the overall 
quality of life in the City of Starke.  The direct and indirect impacts on development patterns combined 
would change the nature of downtown Starke.  It is unknown whether or not potential cumulative 
effects to archeological and historic resources would be substantial because sufficient information 
does not exist for the quality of the resource, the nature of the potential impact, or both.  There would 
be some beneficial cumulative effects to economic resources in the long-term.  Overall, anticipated 
cumulative effects to the other resources considered in this analysis, including land use, communities 
and neighborhoods, water resources, protected species, are not considered to be substantial.   

Throughout the project development there has been public support for U.S. 301 improvements to 
relieve traffic congestion with the City of Starke. There has been continuous public review and 
discussion of the alternatives, and the result of this interaction and discussion is that the Rural 
Alternative is the locally preferred alternative. 

2.4.4 LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Early in the project process there was substantial local concern that a bypass would have an 
economic impact on the businesses located on the existing route through Starke. Therefore, an 
Economic Impact Analysis was completed. This study is available on the attached DVD, or available 
from the FDOT District Two Office in Lake City, Florida. The study concluded that while there would be 
short-term impacts to the existing businesses, the long-term effects of the bypass alternative would be 
positive for the City of Starke and Bradford County. After public review of the design alternatives, 
public officials and business owners became similarly concerned that widening the existing road with 
the Urban Alternative would result in a substantial number of business relocations. 

The Rural Alternative is currently supported by the City of Starke Commission, the Bradford County 
Board of County Commissioners, and the North Florida Regional Chamber of Commerce (Appendix B, 
Exhibits B.5, B.6, and B.7). They have concluded that the bypass project would promote public health, 
safety, order, convenience, appearance, prosperity or general welfare because there would be a 
decrease in truck traffic and the level of service would improve on the existing road through Starke. 
The Rural Alternative alignment has been adopted into the Bradford County Comprehensive Plan, 
Traffic Circulation Element (Appendix B, Exhibit B.9). 

A citizen petition with 245 signatures opposes the Urban Alternative because of concern over the 
number of businesses that would have to be relocated, the raised median would restrict left turns from 
businesses, the traffic congestion experienced south of the city would not be eliminated, a bottleneck 
would occur where the six lanes shift back to four lanes, and the cost would be more than the rural 
bypass. The petitioners support the Rural Alternative because it would not be visible from the city 
limits, it would be accessed several miles outside of the city limits, and it would do more to eliminate 
traffic congestion within the city limits than the Urban Alternative (Appendix B, Exhibit B.8).   

Citizen concerns expressed with regard to the Rural Alternative are centered on specific right-of-way 
acquisition and relocations. All public comments received at public meetings are summarized in 
Section 7.6.1, Public Meetings.  Local support was factored into the social portion of the evaluation 
matrix. 

2.5 RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE 

After completion of the Programming Screen of the Florida Efficient Transportation Decision Making 
(ETDM) process, extensive public involvement and a Public Hearing, the Rural Alternative (bypass) 
was determined to be the locally preferred alternative.  Following detailed technical studies of the 
direct impacts and analysis of the indirect and cumulative effects, it was determined that the Rural 
Alternative is the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA).  The Rural 
Alternative is recommended because it meets the project need with the least amount of impact to the 
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community and cultural resources, with no substantial impacts to the natural environment, and has the 
most public support. 

The Rural Alternative is a four-lane limited access highway facility intended to route through traffic 
around the more developed and congested segments of U.S. 301 including the City of Starke.  The 
Rural Alternative alignment begins on existing U.S. 301 1.5 miles south of the Starke city limits at 
Prevatt Creek and continues on new location, west of the existing route for a distance of approximately 
7 miles, returning and ending on existing U.S. 301 approximately 2.2 miles north of Starke at C.R. 233 
(Morgan Road).  The horizontal alignment meets the 70 mph design speed for rural highways. 

The Rural Alternative would require a minimum right-of-way width of 300 feet, with additional right-of-
way requirements at locations of interchanges and storm water retention ponds.  The typical section 
would include two travel lanes in each direction, paved shoulders, a grassed 64-foot wide median and 
side swales for drainage.  Overpasses would be constructed over C.R. 100A, the CSX Railroad and 
C.R. 229.  Grade-separated interchanges would be constructed to provide access at S.R. 100 and 
S.R. 16. 

The conclusions of the Programming Screen of the ETDM process, detailed alternative and technical 
studies, and an extensive public involvement program, all support implementation of the Rural 
Alternative (bypass) as described above for the following reasons: 

 A limited access facility would 1) afford increased safety; 2) have a higher travel speed; 3) 
have a greater lane capacity; and 4) reduce the potential of urban sprawl in the rural areas.   

 A bypass would provide additional roadway capacity along this congested segment of U.S. 
301 for local traffic and traffic traveling longer distances on the Florida Strategic Intermodal 
System (SIS).  The maximum service volume for the bypass would be 37,100 AADT (annual 
average daily traffic), in addition to the existing facility service volume of 32,100 AADT. 

 The Rural Alternative is supported by the City Commission of City of Starke, the Board of 
Commissioners of Bradford County, and the North Florida Regional Chamber of Commerce 
(Appendix B, Exhibits B.5, B.6, and B.7)..  These government agencies and non-government 
group have concluded that the bypass project would promote public health, safety, order, con-
venience, appearance, prosperity or general welfare because there would be a decrease in 
truck traffic and the level of service would improve on the existing road through Starke.  The 
Rural Alternative alignment has been adopted into the Bradford County Comprehensive Plan, 
Traffic Circulation Element (Appendix B, Exhibit B.9). 

 A citizen petition with 245 signatures supports the Rural Alternative because it would not be 
visible from the city limits, it would be accessed several miles outside of the city limits, and it 
would do more to eliminate traffic congestion within the city limits than the Urban Alternative 
(Appendix B, Exhibit B.8).  The petitioners oppose the Urban Alternative because of concern 
over the number of businesses that would have to be relocated, the raised median would re-
strict left turns from businesses, the traffic congestion experienced south of the city would not 
be eliminated, a bottleneck would occur where the six lanes shift back to four lanes, and the 
cost would be more than the bypass. 

 The Programming Screen of the ETDM process has not identified any potential substantial 
effects with the Rural Alternative, while potential substantial historic site, land use and social 
direct effects are identified with the Urban Alternative (Appendix A, Exhibit A.21).  Any poten-
tial effects to wetlands, wildlife habitat, and floodplains with the Rural Alternative may be 
avoided, minimized and mitigated with the Rural Alternative through project design and re-
placement of lost wetland and upland habitat.  

Coordination with various governmental agencies, property owners, and local groups has recognized 
two areas of potential controversy.  Business owners located on the existing U.S. 301 are concerned 
about potential loss of business should the Rural Alternative (bypass) be selected.  The issue was 
addressed through a special economic study that included:  a survey of area businesses; research of 
other communities with constructed bypasses; and analysis of statistical data.  The economic impact 
analysis report was distributed to the Chamber of Commerce committee that met with Florida 
Department of Transportation (FDOT) on numerous occasions to discuss the project.  The committee 
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has been supportive throughout the development of project alternatives and discussions of the 
economic impacts of the project.  The North Florida Regional Chamber of Commerce passed a 
resolution (see Appendix B, Exhibit B.5) in support of the Rural Alternative. 

Driveway and median access is a concern to adjacent property owners.  Specific property access is an 
issue that would be considered on an individual basis during the design and right-of-way phases.  
Preliminary engineering of an Urban Alternative provides direct or alternate access to properties that 
currently have access to U.S. 301.  Preliminary engineering concepts for the Rural Alternative, a 
limited access facility, have been modified to accommodate access at the north and south ends of the 
bypass by eliminating the interchanges in favor of at-grade intersections with the existing U.S. 301.  
Other local roads would be over-passed.  Where necessary, driveway connections to affected 
properties would be from new access roads.  Any proposed median openings or closures along the 
existing U.S. 301 are in accordance with design standards.  All public comments received at public 
meetings are summarized in Section 7.6.1, Public Meetings. 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

This section provides a description of the social, economic and environmental setting of the area 
affected by the proposed Build Alternatives.  The area described includes the vicinity of the proposed 
Urban Alternative along the existing segment of U.S. 301 (S.R. 200) that begins approximately three 
miles south of the City of Starke and ends two miles north of the City of Starke.  The discussion also 
includes the area to the west of the City of Starke in Bradford County where the proposed Rural 
Alternative is located. 

3.1 SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC 

3.1.1 POPULATION AND COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS 

The City of Starke is a relatively small historic town which began in 1857 as the mid-point on the 
historic Florida Railroad that ran from Fernandina on the Atlantic Coast to Cedar Key on the Gulf 
Coast.  Starke serves as the county seat in the mostly rural Bradford County, which was established in 
1861 when New River County was split in two to form Bradford and Union counties.  Today, four state 
roads (S.R. 200, S.R. 100, S.R. 16, and S.R. 230) pass through mostly undeveloped and rural 
countryside prior to converging in Starke (see Figure 1.1).  Starke is a service and commercial center 
on U.S. 301.  It is at least 30 miles to the nearest interstate service center and 40 miles to the nearest 
large urban center. 

Population data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2005-2009 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates is accumulated to provide a general picture of the community characteristics in the 
immediate project area and to allow comparison among the proposed alternatives.  A comparison of 
the characteristics of Florida, Bradford County and the City of Starke is important in assessing 
possible socio-economic impacts of the project.  The data for these census areas is shown on 
Table 3.1. 

The census data indicates that the median age in Bradford County and the City of Starke is lower than 
the statewide median age.  The percentage of persons 65 and older is higher statewide than in the 
study area.  This data is consistent with the data that indicates that average number of persons per 
family and average household size is larger than the statewide averages.  While there are many 
retirement communities throughout Florida, there are no such large retirement communities in 
Bradford County or the City of Starke. 

The percentage of vacant housing units within the city and the county ranges from 12-16%, 
respectively, which is lower than the statewide average of 18% vacant units.  The percentage of renter 
occupied units is lower in the county than statewide, but higher in the city than the statewide average.  
The median household value is lower in the area than the statewide average. 

In Bradford County and the City of Starke, there is a higher percentage of minorities than there is 
statewide.  The per capita income, median household income and median family income is lower in 
both the city and county than statewide.  And there are a much higher percentage of families below 
the poverty level than statewide.  The percentage of high school graduates and college graduates is 
lower in the area than statewide. 

Development activity in Bradford County was slow but steady between 1995 and 2005, with a total of 
572 housing starts.  Development began to slow in 2006.  However, the population, employment and 
income have continued to increase. 
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Table 3.1  Community Characteristics 

 Characteristic 
State of 
Florida 

Bradford 
County 

City of 
Starke 

Area (Sq Miles) 65,755 300.04 6.7 

Area (Acres) 42,083,200 192,026 4,288 

Population    

 Total Population 18,222,420  28,841  5,861  

 Total Households 7,076,539  8,484  1,387 

 Av. Persons Per Sq Mile 277 96 875 

 Av. Persons Per Family 3.09 3.50 3.47 

 Under 18 Yrs 22.3% 20.2% 27.5% 

 65 Yrs or higher 16.9% 13.0% 16.1% 

 Median Age 39.7 37.9 33.6 

Demographics (% of Population)    

 White 76.6% 75.3% 57.5% 

 Black or African American 15.4% 20.3% 34.7% 

 American Indian or Eskimo 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 

 Asian 2.3% 0.5% 0.6% 

 Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.1% 0.8% 0.0% 

 Other 3.6% 0.6% 0.2% 

 Claimed 2 or More Races 1.8% 2.4% 6.9% 

 Hispanic or Latino 20.6% 3.0% 1.7% 

Housing    

 Total Housing Units 8,641,264  10,180  2,286 

 Units per Acre 0.21  0.05  1.88  

 Total Single Family 6,032,786  9,585  1,885 

 Total Multi-family 2,597,110  566  378  

 Total Renter Occupied Units 2,142,945  1,775  705  

 Total Owner Occupied Units 4,933,594  6,709  1,295  

 Total Vacant Units 1,564,725  1,696  286  

 Median Household Value  $211,300  $122,100  $101,500  

 Average Household Size 2.52  2.94  2.83  

Education    

 High School Grad or Higher (Pop 25 yrs & up) 84.9% 78.7% 78.6% 

 College Grad or higher (Pop 25 yrs & up) 25.6% 10.2% 12.1% 

Income    

 Per Capita Income $26,503  $17,152  $14,169  

 Median Household Income $47,450  $40,519  $31,333  

 Median Family Income $56,809  $47,780  $38,851  

 Number of Families below Poverty Level 9.5% 15.6% 27.7% 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2009 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
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3.1.2 ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

3.1.2.1 Employment and Income Data 

The unemployment rate in the State of Florida was 10.5 percent in 2009, while the Bradford County 
unemployment rate was lower at 8.2 percent. Based on the Florida Statistical Abstract, 2010, 
published by the Bureau of Economic and Business Research; at the University of Florida.  These high 
unemployment rates are a result of the current economic conditions across the United States and 
around the world which began with the housing bubble burst in 2008.  Based on the U.S Bureau, 
2005-2009 American Community Survey Estimates, government workers accounted for approximately 
25 percent of all workers in Bradford County in 2009 (see Table 3.2).  This is approximately twice the 
statewide percentage, which had 13 percent government workers.  In the year 2009, the per capita 
income in Bradford County was $17,152, which is 35 percent lower than the statewide per capita 
income of $26,503.  The occupations of workers in Bradford County are fairly diverse.  The growth 
sectors are the service, construction, and production sectors, which are higher than statewide 
percentages. 

Table 3.2   Employment and Income Data 

 Florida Bradford County 

Employment Status Number Percent Number Percent 

Labor Force
1
 9,197,000 100.0 12,493 100.0 

     Employed 8,232,000 89.5 11,471 91.8 

     Unemployed 966,000 10.5 1,022 8.2 

Occupation Number Percent Number Percent 

Total Employed Civilian Population 16 
years and over

2
 

8,224,422 100.0 11,026 100.0 

Management, Professional, and Related 2,667,574 32.4 2,808 25.5 

Service 1,534,719 18.7 2,658 24.1 

Sales and Office 2,331,224 28.4 2,549 23.1 

Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 58,666 0.7 38 0.3 

Construction, Extraction and Maintenance 876,364 10.66 1,551 14.1 

Production, Transportation, Material Moving 755,875 9.2 1,422 12.9 

Class of Worker
2
 Number Percent Number Percent 

     Private Wage and Salary Workers 6,636,648 80.7 7,647 69.4 

     Government Workers 1,071,688 13.0 2,752 25.0 

     Self-Employed Workers 500,826 6.1 627 5.7 

     Unpaid Family Workers 15,260 0.2 0 0 

Per Capita Income
2
 $26,503 NA $17,152 NA 

Source: 
1
 Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of Florida, 2010. 

             
2
 U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2009 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

3.1.2.2 Economic Generators, Economic Activities, and Markets 

The most recent new commercial and office development has occurred along the U.S. 301 corridor, 
some to the north of downtown Starke, but primarily to the south of downtown.  While there are still 
numerous vacant commercial buildings visible on U.S. 301; some are being demolished and replaced 
with newer commercial buildings.  The number of housing starts was in the range of 57 per year until 
2007 when construction statewide slowed with the nationwide economic recession, as indicated on 
Table 3.3. 

Major community facilities located adjacent to U.S. 301 include the Bradford High School, Bradford 
County Courthouse, Santa Fe Community College (SFCC), the Bradford County Health Services, the 
State Farmer's Market, the Bradford Fair Grounds, the Agricultural Extension Office and the State 
Division of Surplus Property.  
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3.1.2.3 Tax Base and Revenues 

Total tax collections and revenues have increased in Bradford County over the years, despite recent 
decreases in gas tax revenues and property values.  The total taxable value of real and personal 
property in Bradford County was $363 million in 2000 and $699 million in 2009.  This is a 92 percent 
increase in nine years.  There have been no residential housing starts in Bradford County since 2007.  
See Table 3.3 for additional countywide tax and revenue statistics. 

Table 3.3   Summary of Economic Characteristics and Trends in Bradford County, 2000-2009 

Characteristic FY 1999-2000 FY 2008-2009 
Percent  
Change 

Tax Collections     

Sales and Use Tax $10,461,951 $12,922,594 23.52%  

Motor Vehicle Tags $697,045 $880,875 28.74%  

State Lottery Sales $3,781,000 $7,057,000 86.64%  

Optional Gas Tax  $999,000 $1,1265,887 12.77%  

Total Revenue $21,626,000 $36,667,000 69.55%  

Taxes and Impact Fees $6,628,000 $11,558,000 74.38%  

Federal Grants $266,000 $718,000 169.92%  

State and other Governments $3,638,000 $6,568,000 80.54%  

Charges for Services $2,376,000 $3,193,000 34.39%  

Fines and Forfeits $475,000 $612,000 28.84%  

Other Sources and Transfers $8,243,000 $13,279,000 61.09%  

Real Property and Ad Valorem 
Taxes 

    

Just Value of Real Property  $806,774,000 $1,974,348,000 144.72%  

Taxable Values $363,341,000 $698,685,000 92.29%  

Residential $345,310,000 $697,190,000 101.90%  

Commercial  $47,040,000 $97,220,000 106.68%  

Industrial $10,640,000 $16,000,000 50.38%  

Total Taxes Levied  $9,787,000 $15,520,000 58.58%  

Residential Construction Starts 57 0 -100.00%  

Source:  Florida Statistical Abstract 2001, 2010, Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR)  

3.1.3 COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING 

3.1.3.1 Planning Jurisdictions 

The City of Starke and Bradford County provide local land use and growth management goals and 
objectives for the project area.  The Recommended Transportation Improvements map in the City of 
Starke Comprehensive Plan includes a widening of U.S. 301 to a six-lane facility or an equivalent 
action (Appendix B, Exhibit B.10).  The Future Traffic Circulation Map of the Bradford County 
Comprehensive Plan 2016 was amended in 2009 to include the proposed bypass (Rural Alternative) 
(Appendix B, Exhibit B.9). 

The State of Florida and the NCFRPC provide state and regional goals, objectives and policies for 
growth management.  The Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) and the NCFRPC review 
comprehensive plan amendments and developments of regional impact applications.  
Correspondence received from the regional planning agency indicates that the goals of the project are 
in accordance with the goals and policies of that agency (Appendix A, Exhibit A.5). 



SECTION 3   AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 3-5 
Starke U.S. 301 Corridor Study 

3.1.3.2 Existing and Future Land Use 

Bradford County is a somewhat rural county with a density of 96 persons per square mile.  This 
density is in the mid range for counties in the State of Florida.  Approximately, 20 percent of the county 
population lives within the City of Starke.   The City of Starke is only 6.7 square miles in size and has a 
total population of 5,861, or 875 persons per square mile.  Figure 3.1 shows the existing land use in 
the study area.   

The City of Starke 2010 Future Land Use Plan (see Figure 3.2) shows that along U.S. 301 both to the 
north and south of the urban center, commercial uses will fill in where residential and currently 
undeveloped areas exist.  A new industrial area has been designated to the southeast in the vicinity of 
the CSX main rail line and just north of the industrial area designated by the County.  There is a 
conservation area centered on Alligator Creek within the city limits.  This conservation area designates 
a 50-foot buffer on both sides of the creek.  The city’s wastewater spray fields are designated as public 
reserve. 

In Bradford County, the vast majority of new development is expected to occur within a designated 
Urban Development Area.  The currently adopted Bradford County 2016 Future Land Use Plan shows 
an Urban Development Area that surrounds and includes the City of Starke (see Figure 3.2).  This 
designated area stretches north along U.S. 301 approximately one mile and south on U.S. 301 about 
one and a half miles.  To the west it stretches to Lake Crosby and Lake Rowell and to the east one 
and a half miles in the vicinity of the Starke Country Club. 

Other than the commercial and industrial land uses designated along U.S. 301 south of the city limits, 
the unincorporated areas within the Urban Development Area are mostly designated primarily for low-
density residential uses of two or less dwelling units per acre.  There are no unique or prime farmlands 
in Bradford County.  The areas within the project area that are outside the Urban Development Areas 
are planned for agriculture uses and allow for rural residential development at a density of one 
dwelling unit for every five acres. 

3.2 UTILITIES AND RAILROADS 

3.2.1 UTILITIES 

The existing U.S. 301 route through the project area accommodates both overhead and underground 
utilities.  These utilities consist primarily of electric, gas, telephone, cable services, as well as, 
municipal sewer and water.  These services are provided by a variety of companies.  The major 
utilities within the project area are shown on Figure 3.3. 

3.2.1.1 Electric Power 

Electric power service is provided by three different entities within the project area:  Florida Power and 
Light (FPL), Clay Electric Cooperative, Inc. (CEC), and the City of Starke.  These facilities consist of 
both primary and secondary overhead transmission power lines.  FPL provides service by way of 240 
KV overhead transmission lines, 13 KV three-phase overhead electric feeders and one-phase 
overhead electric feeders.  At the south project limits is a 13 KV three-phase feeder that parallels U.S. 
301 on the west side of the road right-of-way.  At C.R. 227, the feeder crosses over U.S. 301 and 
continues parallel to it on the east side until it meets a 240 KV overhead transmission line and turns 
east following the 240 KV transmission line around the east city boundary.  North on U.S. 301 in the 
vicinity of the County Courthouse the 240 KV and 13 KV overhead transmission lines that cross U.S. 
301 from the east and turn north to run parallel on the west side of U.S. 301.  This facility continues 
north to the project terminus.   
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Figure 3.1   Existing Land Use 

 

Source:  Bradford County Property Appraiser, Parcel Data
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Figure 3.2   Future Land Use and Urban Development Area 

 

Source:  City of Starke Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Map; and Bradford County Comprehensive Plan, Future Land 
Use Map.
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Figure 3.3   Major Utilities 

 

Source: Preliminary Engineering Report (PER), FDOT, 2011
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Clay Electric Cooperative, Inc. also provides electric power service within the project area.  One of 
their major facilities is a 69 KV overhead transmission line that intersects U.S. 301 in the vicinity of the 
south project limits.  Beginning just north of that point there is a feeder that crosses U.S. 301 from the 
west and runs parallel to U.S. 301 until the C.R. 227 intersection where the feeder splits.  One line 
crosses back across U.S. 301 and continues west along C.R. 227, and the other, a 7.6 KV line, 
continues north along U.S. 301 on the east side.  The 7.6 KV line intersects a 66 KV overhead 
transmission line at the intersection of Edwards Road (C.R. 100A).  Only one other CEC feeder 
intersects with U.S. 301 near the north city limits.  The City of Starke provides electrical services within 
the Starke city limits. 

3.2.1.2 Gas 

The Florida Gas Transmission Company and the City of Starke provide gas services within the project 
area.  The Florida Gas Transmission Company has an underground high pressure gas facility 
intersecting U.S. 301 in the downtown area.  The facility is a 3.5-inch steel, high-pressure natural gas 
transmission line intersecting U.S. 301 along Pratt Street.  The City of Starke also has underground 
gas facilities located within the project area. 

3.2.1.3 Telephone and Cable 

The telephone facilities through the project area are owned and operated by the Central Telephone 
Company of Florida (CENTEL).  The Sprint Corporation provides long distance telephone services.  
Fiber optic lines follow the CSX main rail line.  Clay Cablevision provides cable television services.   

3.2.1.4 Potable Water 

The City of Starke owns and operates the only central water supply and distribution system within the 
corporate limits that serves approximately 60 percent of the City.  The City has two wells that tap the 
Floridan aquifer and provide water to two water treatment plants which are located to the west of U.S. 
301 along C.R. 100A and C.R. 229.  The distribution system has recently undergone replacement of 
its aged distribution lines.  There are water distribution lines along most of U.S. 301 within the city 
limits.   While there are four separate private-community potable water systems serving limited areas, 
Bradford County does not operate a potable water system in the unincorporated areas.  

3.2.1.5 Sanitary Sewer 

The City of Starke maintains a Wastewater Treatment Facility to the west of U.S. 301 on C.R. 100A 
(Edwards Road).  The treated wastewater is discharged to Alligator Creek. The City system serves 
approximate 60 percent of the Starke incorporated area, only.  Wastewater collection system lines run 
along most sections of U.S. 301 within the city limits.  This system is near capacity and is currently 
being expanded to include a spray irrigation field.  The spray irrigation field is in a previously 
undeveloped area near the south city limits just west of U.S. 301.  Some of the collection lines will also 
be replaced over the next five years.  Bradford County does not own or operate sanitary sewer, or 
public drainage facilities, and does not plan to construct such facilities within the next twenty years.  
The unincorporated areas of the county use septic systems to treat and dispose of sewage. 

3.2.2 RAILROADS 

CSX Transportation owns and operates a mainline facility located parallel to U.S. 301 on the east side 
through the project area.  The facility is spaced as close as 400 feet and as far as one mile east of U.S. 
301.  The CSX line runs from the eastern seaboard port of Jacksonville through the center of the Florida 
south to other eastern seaboard ports including:  West Palm Beach, Ft. Lauderdale, and Miami.  These 
Metropolitan areas all have major international airport and shipping facilities.  While multimodal 
connections to the Gulf Coast would more logically occur in the Ocala area, multimodal service 
opportunities exist between Starke and the eastern seaboard cities. Amtrak rail passenger service is 
provided on the CSX railroad facility.  The nearest Amtrak station is located approximately 12 miles south 
of Starke on S.R. 24 in Waldo.  There is one spur that originates from the mainline and intersects U.S. 
301 at grade just north of Alligator Creek.  This spur crossing has an average of three operations per day 
providing coal for Gainesville and Florida Power and Light, and was last rubberized in 2011.   
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3.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES  

3.3.1 CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT AND COORDINATION 

A Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS) was conducted in accordance with the procedures 
contained in 36 CFR Part 800, including background research and a field survey coordinated with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO).  The first assessment was preformed for the project in 
1997.  As a result of the assessment, twelve previously unrecorded archaeological sites (8BF104-114 
and 8BF136) and twenty historic properties (8BF115-135) were recorded during the course of the 
survey.  Based on the results of these surveys, three properties, Sites 8BF110 (Mullins’ Pasture, 
formerly known as the Heady Wine Site), 8BF120 (Old National Guard Armory) and 8BF121 (St. 
Edward’s Catholic Church), were determined eligible for listing in the NHRP and the remaining 
properties were determined ineligible.  A letter of concurrence dated November 16, 1998 regarding the 
eligibility determination for these sites was received from the SHPO (Appendix A, Exhibit A.24). 

A subsequent survey was done in 2004 to investigate an informant report regarding the former Brymer 
Cemetery (8BF162), which was purported to be located within the project area.  After this subsequent 
survey the site was determined not eligible for the NRHP.  SHPO has concurred with this finding and 
has requested that, if the Rural Alternative is recommended, a meeting be held to coordinate the 
appropriate measures to locate any remaining gravesites and that an archaeological monitoring report 
be submitted.  (Appendix A, Exhibit A.26).  In addition, a supplemental assessment of the Mullins’ 
Pasture Site (8BF110) was conducted in 2008 and found that the site is not eligible for the NRHP 
under "Criterion D," the ability to provide information "important in prehistory and history," as defined in 
36 CFR 60.4.  A letter from SHPO regarding concurrence with the findings for Site 8BF110 is included 
in Appendix A, A.29). 

An update of the CRAS was conducted in 2010, which included an updated architectural history 
survey of both the Urban and Rural Alternatives, and additional archaeological testing in areas that 
were not previously tested because of revisions that were subsequently made to the design of the 
Rural Alternative.  The updated architectural history survey identified, 32 previously recorded 
structures that remain within the area of potential affect (APE), including two resources that are listed 
in the NRHP (8BF7, Old Bradford County Courthouse, and 8BF57, the Call Street Historic District) and 
two resources (BF120, Old National Guard Armory, and BF121, St. Edward’s Catholic Church) that 
were recommended potentially eligible for the NRHP during the previous survey.  In addition, 93 
unrecorded historic structures were identified within the area of potential effect (APE) of the proposed 
Build Alternatives.  Based on field review, eight of the unrecorded historic structures appeared to meet 
the minimum criteria for listing in the NRHP.  Four of the eight are motor courts, two are commercial 
buildings, one is a church, and the other is a portion of the railroad bed for the Atlantic Suwannee 
River and Gulf (ASR&G) Railroad. 

The 2010 updated archaeological survey of previously untested portions of the Rural Alternative 
resulted in the expansion of one previously recorded prehistoric site (8BF113) and the identification of 
one new historic-period site (8BF729).  Both of these sites were determined to be not eligible for listing 
on the NRHP.  As part of this survey, the limits of the previously recorded Keller Cemetery (8BF135) 
were also defined through a combination of ground-penetrating radar (GPR) survey, visual 
examination, and informant interviews. 

SHPO concurred with the recommendations of the 2010 CRAS update that the two archaeological 
sites (8BF113 and 8BF729) near the Rural Alternative are not eligible for listing on the NRHP.  SHPO 
also concurred with the recommendations regarding the four previously recorded historic structures 
(8BF7, 8BF57, 8BF120, and 8BF121) as potentially eligible for the NRHP.  However, due to 
insufficient information at the time, SHPO was unable to concur on the eligibility of the 93 unrecorded 
structures, including the eight that were recommended as being potentially eligible for the NRHP.  
Therefore, if the Urban Alternative is recommended as the preferred alternative for this project, SHPO 
requested that the 93 historic structures be recorded and SHPO be given the opportunity to comment 
on their eligibility (Appendix A, Exhibit A.32). 

FHWA forwarded the updated CRAS to Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, Seminole Tribe of 
Florida, Seminole Nation of Oklahoma, Poach Band of Creek Indians, Muscogee (Creek) Nation, and 
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Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians soliciting comments concerning any religious or cultural 
significance associated with any historic property that may be affected by the project.  No objections to 
the project were received.  Correspondence regarding coordination with Native American tribes is 
included in Appendix A, Exhibits A.33-A.40. 

An addendum to the 2010 CRAS was completed in 2011.  This survey records and evaluates 28 
historic resources identified within the APE for the Rural Alternative.  Two of these resources, the 
Matthews Building (8BF758) and ASR&G Railroad (8BF759) are determined to be eligible for the 
NRHP.  The Rural Alternative will not require right-of-way from these resources and the railroad will be 
overpassed, therefore it has been determined that there will not be an effect on integrity of these 
resources.  The survey also determined that the two historic cemeteries (8BF135 and 8BD162) are not 
eligible for NRHP.  The SHPO concurs with the survey recommendations and requests that Florida 
Master Site Files (FMSF) forms documenting individual structures on the Matthews Building (8BF758) 
property be submitted and that an architectural monitoring report documenting the mechanical 
scraping and any subsequent excavation at the site of the former Brymer Cemetery (8BF162) which 
will occur during construction (see Appendix A, Exhibit A.42).  

3.3.1.1 Archaeological Sites  

A summary of all of the archaeological sites identified within the APE for the proposed project Build 
Alternatives is provided in Table 3.4.  As a result of coordination with FHWA and SHPO, none of the 
archaeological sites have been determined eligible for the NRHP (see Section 3.3.1).  Further 
information regarding all of the archaeological sites may be found in the two CRAS documents, which 
are included on the attached DVD and available at the FDOT District Two Office in Lake City, Florida. 

Table 3.4   Archaeological Site Data Summary 

Site # Site Name Site Type Culture SHPO Evaluation 

8BF104 (Unspecified)  Prehistoric terrestrial Prehistoric  Not Eligible 

8BF105 (Unspecified)  Prehistoric terrestrial Prehistoric Not Eligible 

8BF106 (Unspecified)  Prehistoric terrestrial Prehistoric Not Eligible 

8BF108 (Unspecified)  Prehistoric terrestrial Prehistoric Not Eligible 

8BF109 (Unspecified)  Prehistoric terrestrial Prehistoric Not Eligible 

8BF110 
Mullin’s Field 
(Heady Wine) 

Prehistoric campsite; 
farmstead; prehistoric 
habitation; historic refuse 

Archaic (8500 B.C. – 1000 B.C.) 
Early Archaic 
Middle Archaic 
Late Archaic 
Orange 
Deptford (700 B.C. – 300 B.C.) 
American, 1821 - 1899 
American 1900 - Present 

Not Eligible 

8BF111 Butler Road 
Prehistoric habitation; 
historic terrestrial 

Prehistoric 
American, 1821 - 1899 

Not Eligible 

8BF112 Edwards Loop Prehistoric terrestrial PPoosstt--AArrcchhaaiicc  ((cceerraammiicc)) Not Eligible 

8BF113 Spray Field Prehistoric terrestrial Prehistoric Not Eligible 

8BF114 Canova Prehistoric terrestrial American, 1900 - present Not Eligible 

8BF136 Boyette Prehistoric terrestrial Prehistoric Not Eligible 

8BF729 
U.S. 301 
Historic Site 1 

Historic artifact scatter American, 1900 - present Not Eligible 

Source: Cultural Resource Assessment (CRAS), FDOT, 2010. 
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3.3.1.2 Historical Sites and Properties 

The current FMSF database includes 57 recorded historic architectural resources within the APE for 
the proposed Build Alternatives.  These recorded structures were confirmed by field survey.  Only six 
of the recorded structures are eligible for the NRHP.  Two resources (8BF7 and 8BF57) are already 
listed on the NRHP and three resources (BF120, BF121, and BF758) and one district (BF759, BF760, 
BF761, and BF762) are recommended as eligible for the NRHP.  Two previously recorded cemeteries 
(8BF135 and 8BF162) are located within the project APE, but have not been determined eligible for 
the NRHP.  All of the recorded historic structures and cemeteries are summarized in Table 3.5.  Each 
site is listed by an assigned FMSF number and by the street address or location. 

Table 3.5   Recorded Architectural Resources and Cemeteries 

FMSF 
Site # 

Name/Location Date Style 
SHPO 
Evaluation 

Current 
Evaluation 

8BF7 
209 W. Call Street (Old Bradford 
Co Courthouse) 

1902 Romanesque Revival Listed  Eligible 

8BF48 962 N. Temple Avenue 1948 No Style Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF57 
Temple, Jefferson, Cherry, 
Madison Streets 

NA Historic District Listed 
New 
boundary 

8BF115 Hunting Lodge ca. 1930 Frame Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF117 C.R. 100A and S.R. 100 ca. 1930 Frame Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF119 7999 U.S. 301  ca. 1930 Frame Vernacular Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF120 
Old National Guard Armory - 
502 North Temple Avenue 

1934 Industrial Vernacular Eligible Eligible 

8BF121 
St. Edward's Church - 441 North 
Temple Avenue 

1941 Mission Eligible Eligible 

8BF122 
Corner N Temple and E Pratt 
Street  

1946 Bungalow Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF126 338 Lake Street ca. 1930 Frame Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF133 302 Lafayette Street 1925 Bungalow Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF135 
Keller Cemetery  ¼ mi east of 
SR 100 

1926  Cemetery Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF162 
Former Brymer Cemetery – 
Intersection of SR 100 and CR 
100A 

ca. 1920 Cemetery Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF233 244 W Pratt Street 1949 Masonry Vernacular Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF317 715 N Walnut Street 1948 Bungalow Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF318 708 N Walnut Street 1908 Queen Anne Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF323 962 N Temple Avenue 1945 No style Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF324 962 N Temple Avenue 1956 No style Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF325 954 N Temple Avenue 1948 No style Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF326  880 N Temple Avenue 1958 Motor Court Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF327 864 N Temple Avenue 1940 Commercial Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF328 830 N Temple Avenue 1956 Masonry Vernacular Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF329 800 N Temple Avenue 1958 Commercial Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF609 303 S Monroe 1947 Minimal Traditional Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF610 301 Lafayette Street 1947 Bungalow Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF613 507 W Madison 1946 No style Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF622 312 W Call Street 1940 No style Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF654 624 N Lake Street 1946 No style Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF655 655 McMahan 1955 No style Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF682 Call Street Brick Paving ca. 1900 Bricking Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF724 1520 S Walnut Street ca. 1920 Frame Vernacular Not evaluated Not Eligible 

8BF725 1534 S Walnut Street ca. 1945 Frame Vernacular Not evaluated Not Eligible 
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FMSF 
Site # 

Name/Location Date Style 
SHPO 
Evaluation 

Current 
Evaluation 

8BF727 1445 Steel Mill Road ca. 1955 Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF735 19488 N Hwy 301 ca. 1948 Split-level Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF736 19392 N Hwy 301 ca. 1950 Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF737 Rt 5 Box 7679 ca. 1960 Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF738 19046 N Hwy 301 ca. 1940 Frame Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF739 19023 N Hwy 301 ca. 1946 Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF740 19012 N Hwy 301 ca. 1950 Frame Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF741 18991 N Hwy 301 ca. 1948 Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF742 18962 N Hwy 301 ca. 1940 Frame Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF743 18906 N Hwy 301 ca. 1940 Frame Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF744 18862 N Hwy 301 ca. 1940 Frame Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF745 18865 N Hwy 301 ca. 1965 Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF746 
Victory Revival Center Church 
18862 N Hwy 301 

ca. 1959 Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF747 18793 N Hwy 301 ca. 1959 Frame Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF748 18772 N Hwy 301 ca. 1962 Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF749 17561 NW SR 16 ca. 1959 Frame Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF750 17456 NW SR 16 ca. 1940 Frame Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF751 17408 NW SR 16 ca. 1958 Ranch Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF753 5538 SW CR100A ca. 1940 Frame Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF754 5578 SW 155
th

 St ca. 1957 Frame Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF755 7425 SW CR 100A ca. 1957 Frame Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF756 7369 SW CR 100A ca. 1960 Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF757 14076 S Hwy 301 ca. 1962 Split-level Not Eligible Not Eligible 

8BF758 
8BF760 
8BF761 
8BF762 

Matthews Building Complex 
14281 S Hwy 301 

1960 Industrial Vernacular Eligible Eligible 

8BF759 
Atlantic, Suwannee River and 
Gulf Railroad 

ca. 1893 NA Eligible Eligible 

Source:  Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS), FDOT, 2010, and CRAS Addendum 2011. 

 

Another 73 historic structures located within the APE for the Urban Alternative were identified through 
review of the Bradford County Property Appraisers database and remain unrecorded.  Six of the 
unrecorded historic structures have been determined to be potentially eligible of the NRHP.  All of the 
unrecorded historic structures will require further review by SHPO, if the Urban Alternative is 
recommended.  These additional unrecorded structures are listed in Table 3.6.  All previously recorded 
and unrecorded architectural resources are designated on Figure 3.4. 

The architectural field survey inventoried existing buildings, structures, and other aspects of the built 
environment within the project APE.  Identified historic resources were photographed with a digital 
camera, and information regarding the architectural style, distinguishing characteristics, and condition 
were recorded on FMSF structure forms.  Upon completion of fieldwork, forms and photographs were 
returned to the SEARCH offices for analysis.  Date of construction, design, architectural features, 
condition, and integrity of the structure, as well as how the resources relate to the surrounding 
landscape, were carefully considered.   

Cultural resources identified within the project APE were evaluated according to the criteria for listing 
in the NRHP.  As defined by the National Park Service (NPS), the quality of significance in American 
history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, 
structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, and association, and: 
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A. that are associated with events or activities that have made a significant contribution to 
the broad patterns of our history; or 

B. that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

C. that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or 
that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent 
a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; 
or 

D. that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

NRHP-eligible districts must possess a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, 
buildings, structures, or objects united historically or aesthetically by plan or physical development.  
NRHP-eligible districts and buildings must also possess historic significance, historic integrity, and 
historical context 

Table 3.6   Unrecorded Architectural Resources 

Parcel ID # Name/Location 
Date 
Built 

Style 
Preliminary 
Recommendation 

02075-0-00000 18650 U.S. 301 ca. 1930s Frame Vernacular Not Eligible 

02095-0-00000 18767 U.S. 301 ca. 1960s  Frame Vernacular Not Eligible 

02097-0-00100 
Corner of U.S. Highway 301 and 
NE 185

th
 Street 

ca. 1960s  Vernacular Not Eligible 

02099-0-00102 18536 U.S. 301 ca. 1930s  Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible 

02101-0-00000 18392 U.S. 301 ca. 1965  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

02103-0-00000 18529 U.S. 301 ca. 1960  Frame Vernacular Not Eligible 

02168-0-00000 18079 U.S. 301 ca. 1940  Frame Vernacular Not Eligible 

02180-0-00100 17835 U.S. 301 ca. 1960  Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible 

02186-0-00000 17878 U.S. 301 ca. 1940s  Frame Vernacular Not Eligible 

02187-0-00000 17858 U.S. 301 ca. 1960s  Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible 

02188-0-00000  3343 NW 78
th
 Ave ca. 1950s  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

02211-0-00000 17675 U.S. 301 ca. 1954  Vernacular Shed Not Eligible 

02211-0-00000 17675 U.S. 301 (house) ca. 1954  Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible 

02214-0-00000 17560 U.S. 301 ca. 1950s  Motor Court Potentially eligible 

02215-0-00000 U.S. 301 ca. 1960  
Possible Agricultural 
Station 

Not Eligible 

02216-0-00000 17420 U.S. 301 ca. 1960  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

02217-0-00000 2305 N Temple Ave ca. 1960  Motor Court Not Eligible 

02225-0-00000 15070 U.S. 301 ca. 1965  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

02226-0-00000 Highway Patrol office - U.S. 301 ca. 1965  Commercial Not Eligible 

02415-0-00000 2111 N Temple Avenue ca. 1962  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

02422-0-00000 2163 N Temple Avenue ca. 1960  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

02422-0-00000 2163 N Temple Avenue ca. 1960  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

02423-0-00100 1901 N Temple Avenue ca. 1960  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

02427-0-00000 1757 N Temple Avenue ca. 1960  Motor Court Potentially eligible 

02428-0-00000 1601 N Temple Avenue ca. 1960  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

02459-0-00100 2030 N Temple Avenue ca. 1950s  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

02459-0-00200 108 E Market Street ca. 1930s  Frame Vernacular Not Eligible 

02459-0-00400 106 E Market Street ca. 1950s  Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible 

02461-0-00000 1900 N Temple Avenue ca. 1950s  Motor Court Not Eligible 

02468-0-00000 1320 N Temple Avenue ca. 1960  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

02167-0-00000 U.S. 301 ca. 1960  Motor Court Not Eligible 

02914-0-00000 311 Edwards Road ca. 1960  Industrial Not Eligible 
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Parcel ID # Name/Location 
Date 
Built 

Style 
Preliminary 
Recommendation 

03045-0-00000 163 W Jefferson Street ca. 1950s  
Colonial Revival 
Church 

Potentially eligible 

03140-0-00000 207 S Walnut Street ca. 1950s  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

03167-0-00000 206 W Madison Street ca. 1950s  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

03183-0-00000 307 Lafayette Street ca. 1940s  Frame Vernacular Not Eligible 

03234-0-00000 218 N Temple Avenue ca. 1950s  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

03235-0-00000 205 N Temple Avenue ca. 1950s  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

03253-0-00000 250 N Bay Street ca. 1930s  Frame Vernacular Not Eligible 

03273-0-00000 407 N Temple Avenue ca. 1950s  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

03274-0-00000 425 N Temple Avenue ca. 1960  Motor Court Not Eligible 

03281-0-00000 486 N Temple Avenue ca. 1940s  Frame Vernacular Not Eligible 

03549-0-00000 302 N Temple Avenue ca. 1950s  Gas Station Not Eligible 

03554-0-00000 402 N Temple Avenue ca. 1940s  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

03570-0-00000 311 N Temple Avenue ca. 1950s  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

03572-0-00000 353 N Temple Avenue ca. 1950s  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

03572-0-00100 341 N Temple Avenue ca. 1950s  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

03572-0-00200 355 N Temple Avenue ca. 1950s  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

03586-0-00200 620 N Temple Avenue ca. 1950s  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

03617-0-00000 155 N Temple Avenue ca. 1940s  Frame Vernacular Not Eligible 

03623-0-00000 838 N Temple Avenue ca. 1950s  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

03624-0-00000 N Clark Street ca. 1950s  Masonry Commercial Potentially eligible 

03628-0-00000 744 N Temple Avenue ca. 1960  Motor Court Potentially eligible 

03630-0-00000 668 N Temple Avenue ca. 1950s  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

03632-0-00000 215 Washington ca. 1940s  Frame Vernacular Not Eligible 

03634-0-00000 617 N Temple Avenue ca. 1950s  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

03641-0-00000 706 McMahan ca. 1965  Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible 

03642-0-00000 739 N Temple Avenue ca. 1960  Motor Court Potentially eligible 

03643-0-00000 705 N Temple Avenue ca. 1965 Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

04226-0-00000 1330 U.S. 301 ca. 1960  Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible 

04226-0-00000 1339 U.S. 301 ca. 1960  Ranch Style Not Eligible 

04231-0-00000 1211 Bradford Street ca. 1955  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

04287-0-00000 2326 SE 129
th
 Street ca. 1960  Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

04300-0-00000 1677 Walnut ca. 1961  Vernacular Shed Not Eligible 

04300-0-00000 1677 Walnut (house) ca. 1940  Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible 

04440-0-00000 1198 Walnut ca. 1930s Masonry Vernacular Not Eligible 

04730-A-00100 14353 U.S. 301 ca. 1960 Masonry Commercial Not Eligible 

04723-0-00000 No address (house) ca. 1930s Frame Vernacular Not Eligible 

04723-0-00000 No address (outbuilding 1) ca. 1940s Frame Vernacular Not Eligible 

04723-0-00000 No address (outbuilding 2) ca. 1940s Frame Vernacular Not Eligible 

04723-0-00000 No address (outbuilding 3) ca. 1940s Frame Vernacular Not Eligible 

04733-0-00000 13620 U.S. 301 ca. 1948 Motor Court Not Eligible 

NA Alligator Creek Bridge ca. 1900 Bridge Not Eligible 

Source:  Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS), FDOT, 2010, and CRAS Addendum 2011. 
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Figure 3.4   Historic Sites and Cemeteries 

 

Source:  Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS), FDOT, 2010; and CRAS Addendum, 2011. 
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The Call Street Historic District (8BF57) is among the previously recorded historic sites in Bradford 
County.  The Historic District, shown on Figure 3.4, is located in downtown Starke and was recorded in 
1985.  There are twenty-one contributing historic structures in the District, as listed on Table 3.5.  The 
most imposing building in the District is the County Courthouse (8BF7) (now a community college 
annex) located adjacent to U.S. 301, facing West Call Street.  The Call Street Historic District has 
been listed on the NRHP. 

Figure 3.5   Call Street Historic District (8BF57) 

Source:  Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS), FDOT, 1997. 

 

Table 3.7  Structures in the Call Street Historic District (8BF57) 

Site # Name Address Date 

 E. Call Street   

8BF23     Bradford County Bank 102 1914 

8BF24     Vacant structure 110-12 1885 

8BF33     City Barber Shop 126 1890 

8BF26     Montgomery Wards-Bakery 134-138 1912 

8BF28     Hemingway Building 101 1875 

8BF25     Old Post Office 127 1895 

8BF30     Stumph's-Armory 139 1885 

8BF27     Original Bradford County Bank 200 1888 

8BF29     Jones-Rosenberg Building 207 1901 

8BF35     Servistar Hardware 301 1885 

8BF36     Warehouse 301 1895 

8BF38     Kruse Grocery 304-10 1924 

8BF37     Old Hoover Building 311 1906 

 Thompson Street   

8BF32     Richard & Pace General Store 212 1884, 1887 

8BF34     Jones Craft Shop 213-215 1895 

 W. Call Street (east from U.S. 301)   

8BF7     Bradford City Courthouse 209 1902 

 Court Street   

8BF40     Gaskins Brick Block 100-110 1882 

 S. Walnut Street   

8BF42     Vacant structure 119 1931 

 N. Walnut Street   

8BF43     Magnolia Hotel - Von Kirn Residence 137 1884/1924 
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Site # Name Address Date 

 S. Thompson Street   

8BF44    Vaughn-Johnson Company 122 1924 

8BF31 
   Coca-Cola Bottling Company Plant 

Complex 
140 1931 

Source:  Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS), FDOT, 1997 

 

3.3.2 PARKS AND RECREATION RESOURCES 

There are nine park areas designated within the study area, including:  Pratt Street Recreation 
Complex, Edwards Road Recreation Complex, Wainwright Park, Saratoga Heights Park, West Side 
Park, Jenkins Recreation Center, RJE School Recreation Center, Green Acres Park and Parkwood 
Park.  Only the Greens Acres Park and Parkwood Park are inactive parkland.   The Edwards Road 
Recreation Complex approximately 0.5 mi to the east of existing U.S. 301 has recently been expand-
ed.  There are no local public parks or recreation areas located in the surrounding unincorporated 
areas of Bradford County.  In addition local parks, public schools provide facilities for active recreation.  
There are six public schools within the study area.  The Bradford High School is located on U.S. 301 
within the city of Starke.  To the west of the high school are Starke Elementary School, Bradford 
Middle School, and Bradford-Union Vocational Technical School.  Southside Elementary is located 
southeast of downtown. 
 
There are two conservation areas within proximity to the proposed project.  The Edwards Bottomland 
along Alligator Creek is owned and managed by the City of Starke; and the Graham Conservation 
Area located south of Alligator Creek west of the proposed Rural Alternative is owned and managed 
by the SRWMD.  The Florida Trail is located south of C.R. 227 outside of the project area.  A nature 
trail is currently being considered that would follow Alligator Creek from the Edwards Road Recreation 
Complex to Lake Rowell west of Starke.  No additional facilities are currently planned in either the 
county or the city. 

3.3.3 SECTION 4(f) PROPERTIES 

Properties that fall under the protection of Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
(USDOT) Act of 1966 [Title 49, USC, Section 1653(f)], as amended by the Federal Highway Act of 
1968, include public parks, recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and significant historic and 
archaeological resources.  Section 4(f) properties within the project area include historic resources that 
are listed on the NHRP, historic resources that are potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP, and a 
number of parks and recreation areas located throughout the City of Starke.  The significant historic 
resources within the project area are described in detail in Section 3.3.1.2, Historical Sites and 
Properties, and are shown on Figure 3.5.  No significant archaeological resources have been found 
within the APE.  The public parks and recreation areas within the study area are discussed in Section 
3.3.2, Parks and Recreation Facilities and are shown on Figure 3.6.  There are no designated wildlife 
management areas within proximity to the proposed project. 
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Figure 3.6  Parks, Recreation, and Other Community Facilities 

 

Source:  Bradford County Property Appraisers, Parcel Data; and Florida Geographic Data Library (FGDL). 
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3.4 NATURAL AND PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

3.4.1 PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES 

There are sidewalks along both sides of U.S. 301 within the city limits; however, there are no bicycle 
facilities on U.S. 301.  There are no provisions in the City of Starke Comprehensive Plan for any future 
implementation of such facilities on U.S. 301.  The Recreation and Open Space Element of the 
Bradford County Comprehensive Plan does establish a level of service goal for bicycle facilities on 
local roadways, which will require an approximate total of 26 miles of bicycle facilities in the year 2015. 

3.4.2 GROUND WATER 

Most of the water consumed in Bradford County is drawn from ground water aquifers.  In order of 
increasing depth, the main aquifer systems under Bradford County are the surficial aquifer system, the 
intermediate aquifer system, and the Floridan aquifer system.  The sediments making up the surficial 
aquifer system are mainly the sands and thin limestone layers in the Hawthorn Group.  Slowly 
permeable clays above the sand and limestone layers generally confine the intermediate aquifer 
system under artesian conditions and separate it from the overlying surficial aquifer system.  The 
Floridan Aquifer system is made up of several hundred feet of Eocene- to Oligocene-age porous 
marine limestones, including the Avon Park Formation and Ocala Group, and Suwannee Limestone.  
This system is confined by slowly permeable clays of the overlying Hawthorn Group and is under 
artesian conditions. 

3.4.3 SURFACE WATER 

All of the surface water and wetlands in the project area are freshwater and nontidal, including:  
lacustrine, palustrine and riverine systems.  These are currently designated Class III waters, which 
mean they are suitable for recreation, fish and wildlife support.  The lacustrine system includes the 
open water areas that are comprised of permanently flooded nontidal ponds and lakes, including 
borrow pits.  As shown on Figure 3.7, the most prominent open water sites are to the west of Starke 
and they include:  Lake Crosby and Lake Rowell.  There are three creeks that flow across the project 
area, including Prevatt Creek, Alligator Creek and Water Oak Creek.  Large borrow pits occur to the 
east of Starke near the Bradford and Clay County boundaries.  The palustrine system includes:  ponds 
and open water; wet prairies, savannahs; shallow marshes; deep marshes; other emergent wetlands; 
scrub/shrub wetlands and forested wetlands.  There are no navigable waters within the project area.  
The project is located in the Santa Fe River Basin. 

3.4.4 FRESHWATER WETLANDS 

Wetlands are widely distributed throughout the project area as indicated on Figure 3.7.  These wetland 
systems have been identified using the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory (NWI).  Wetlands 
identified by the NWI mapping are widely distributed throughout the study area, but they are 
particularly clustered in two broad belts paralleling the western and eastern project boundaries.  The 
first and largest group occurs west of the existing U.S. 301 roadway around Lakes Crosby and Rowell.  
Excluding the lakes themselves, the wetlands are primarily forested and emergent types, and they 
extend from north to south along the entire western portion of the project area.  The wetlands that are 
associated with Alligator Creek extend almost into the town of Starke.  The second area occurs along 
the eastern boundary of the project (the Bradford/Clay county line); these wetlands include tracts of 
forested communities as well as areas of open water and emergent growth in the large group of 
excavated ponds south of CR 230.  

Even though wetlands are abundant throughout the project area, those sites around the City of Starke 
and directly north and south of the city are smaller and more isolated than are those along the edges 
of the project.  The size and vegetation makeup of the wetlands are more precisely determined by field 
analysis.  An analysis of the types and functions of wetland is included in Section 4.4.5.3, Wetland 
Functional Analysis, and in the Wetland Evaluation Report (WER) which is included on the attached 
DVD, and available at the FDOT District Two Office in Lake City, Florida.  The soils analysis for the 
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project area indicates that soils underlying that portion of Bradford County are predominantly hydric, 
so additional land not identified, as NWI wetlands may be considered jurisdictional for the purposes of 
permitting road-building activities. 

Wetlands in the Urban Alternative consist of channelized creeks and streams, ditches with floating, 
rooted and emergent vegetation, isolated herbaceous wetlands, and mixed hardwood and pine 
forested wetlands.  Most of these wetland communities have been impacted by urban development 
over a long period of time.  Wetlands in the Rural Alternative consist of a mixture of hardwood and 
pine forested wetlands, including cypress/gum swamps, pine wetlands, pine/bay head wetlands, 
stream floodplain wetlands, and open water/emergent marshes.  Much of the original forested habitat 
has been impacted by agricultural and forestry operations, with large areas occurring presently as pine 
plantation. 

3.4.5 FLOODPLAINS AND REGULATORY FLOODWAYS 

There are no regulatory floodways within the project area.  The limits of the flood prone areas have 
been delineated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as found on Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) Panels for Bradford County, Florida dated November 15, 1989.  Figure 
3.8 illustrates the relationship of the project alternatives with the flood hazard areas.  Most of the 
impact areas are transverse encroachments within flood Zone A. 

While the flood prone areas are scattered over the entire study area, the largest and most susceptible 
to flooding are the large wetland systems which surround Lake Rowell and Lake Crosby to the west of 
the Rural Alternative.  A lake restoration project in the Keystone Heights area to the east of Starke has 
diverted water previously flowing into Alligator Creek, thereby reducing the frequent flooding of the 
Alligator Creek and Lake Rowell floodplains. 

3.4.6 UPLANDS 

The project area is located within the Okefenokee Upland portion of the Sea Island Physiographic 
District of Florida.  More specifically, the project area lies within the Flatwoods subdistrict, a poorly 
dissected upland plain (Brooks 1981).  Surface drainage is sluggish, and most of the area consists of 
poorly drained flatwoods and swamps.  Upland sand ridges, that represent relic beach dunes 
occurring throughout Bradford County, are apparent adjacent to lakes Rowell and Crosby west of the 
Rural Alternative. 

The ecological communities found within the study area reflect the topography and drainage 
capacities of the soils on which they occur.  Under natural conditions, the poorly drained soils tend to 
support a homogeneous pine-saw palmetto ecosystem, while well to excessively drained upland soils 
tend to support xeric vegetative communities, most notably turkey oak, live oak, and longleaf pine.  
Somewhat poorly to moderately well drained soils typically support mesic communities of pine and 
mixed hardwoods.  Presently woodlands, pastureland, thickets, and roadside development occur 
along the road corridors.  In downtown Starke, the Urban Alternative is lined with tightly spaced 
buildings. 

The four most dominant upland communities identified during field survey are described below.  The 
number in parentheses after the community name defines the Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms 
Classification Code System (FLUCCS) identification of the habitat type (FDOT 1999). 
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Figure 3.7  Surface Water and Wetlands 

 

Source:  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Wetland Inventory (NWI) 
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Figure 3.8  100-Year Floodplain Areas 

 

Source:  Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) Panels for Bradford County, 
Florida dated November 15, 1989 
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1) Cropland and Pastureland (210) – The Cropland and Pastureland community is characterized by 
either row crops or general use farming activity.  Open areas dominated by various species of 
pasture grasses characterize the pastureland community. 

2) Shrub Brushland (320) – The Shrub Brushland community was at one time a part of a different 
community such as pine flatwoods or pine plantation; the original vegetation at some time was 
timbered.  The species associated with this community include saw palmetto (Serenoa repens), 
staggerbush (Lyonia ferruginea), bitter gallberry (Ilex glabra), wax myrtle (Myrica cerifiera), 
bracken fern (Pteridium aquilinum), blackberry (Rubus spp.), and wiregrass (Aristida stricta). 

3) Pine Flatwoods (411) – The Pine Flatwoods community occurs throughout the areas associated 
with the proposed Rural Alternative.  The vegetative species dominating this community include 
slash pine (Pinus elliottii), longleaf pine (Pinus palustris), saw palmetto (Serenoa repens), and 
bitter gallberry (Ilex glabra). 

4) Pine Flatwoods/Pine Plantation (441) – The Pine Flatwoods/Pine Plantation community occurs 
throughout the proposed Rural Alternative area.  The dominant plant species include slash pine, 
bitter gallberry, saw palmetto, high-bush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum), and bracken fern.  
Other species include blackberry and longleaf pine. 

3.4.7 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

In accordance with Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, the USFWS was contacted 
early in the project study to obtain a list of endangered and threatened species that may be present in 
the area.  Additionally the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) (formerly, Florida 
Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission) and the Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) were also 
contacted for information regarding known and potential for occurrence of listed species in the project 
area.  Correspondence with these agencies, as included in Appendix A, indicated that five animals 
listed by USFWS as federally endangered or threatened, could potentially occur in the project area; 
these species are listed in Table 3.8.  No federally listed species of plants potentially occur in the 
project area.  The project was also screened through the Environmental Transportation Decision-
Making (ETDM) process. 

A field survey was completed of the project area to confirm potential habitat and to report any of the 
listed species observed in the area.  No federally listed species were observed within the study area 
during project fieldwork.  All information presented is updated as of 2011 to reflect current status of 
Federal and State listed species and additional field work completed in 2010. 

The oval pigtoe mussel (Pleurobema pyriforme), a unionid bivalve mollusk occurring in flowing 
freshwater streams, once was widely distributed in the Apalachicolan Region (Butler 1993).  It occurs 
in Bradford County, but it has not been recorded in the streams flowing through the project area.  
Recent survey work done by USFWS (Butler 1993) and by Mason, et al. (1994) examined waters in 
Bradford County.  Butler found one occurrence of the oval pigtoe in New River at C.R. 18, northwest of 
Brooker and outside the U.S. 301 project area.  The study reported by Mason examined the 
Suwannee River system, including sampling sites on Alligator Creek and in Lake Crosby and Lake 
Rowell.  While they were not sampling especially for mollusks, the oval pigtoe was not among the 
bivalve species found. 

The flatwoods salamander (Ambystoma cingulatum) occurs in open, moist longleaf/slash pine forests 
that have well developed grass ground cover, typically wiregrass.  They require shallow temporary 
ponds for breeding areas that are isolated wetlands characterized by fringes of cypress (Taxodium 
spp.), blackgum (Nyssa sylvatica var. biflora) or slash pine (Pinus elliottii) growth.  The project area 
falls within the range of the species, and specimens have been found in Bradford County near Raiford, 
northwest of the project area (Palis 1995).  However, the only known extant Florida population 
occurring east of the Suwannee River is in Osceola National Forest in counties northwest of the 
project area (Palis 1996).  
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Table 3.8  Federally Listed Wildlife and Plant Species Potentially Occurring in Bradford County 

Species 
Federal
Statusa Habitat 

Probability of 
Occurrence in Project 

Area 

Mollusks    
Oval Pigtoe Mussel  

Pleurobema pyriforme 
E Flowing freshwater streams Low 

Amphibians and Reptiles    
Flatwoods Salamander 

Ambystoma cingulatum 
T 

Pine flatwoods with temporary 
seasonal breeding ponds 

Low 

Eastern Indigo Snake  
Drymarchon corais couperi 

T 
Usually xeric; seasonal 
association with mesic habitat 

Medium 

Birds    
Bald Eagle  

Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
Delisted 
in 2007 

Open water and cypress 
forest 

Medium 

Wood Stork 
Mycteria americana 

E 
Marshes, ponds, and cypress 
swamps 

Medium 

Red-cockaded Woodpecker 
Picoides borealis 

E Mature longleaf pine forests Low 

Mammals    
None    
Plants    
None    
a
Source:  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2010, 50 CFR IB Part 17.11. Endangered and threatened wildlife and plants.  

E = Endangered; T = Threatened 

 

The eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi) normally is associated with well-drained 
longleaf pine-xeric oak sandhill habitat, which does not occur in the project area.  The indigo snake, 
however, occupies a large home range and could occupy portions of the mesic forested habitat types 
during warmer parts of the year. 

The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is known to nest in Bradford County, with one nesting site 
recorded by USFWS southwest of the Rural Alternative.  No bald eagle nests are recorded for the 
project area (USFWS database, 2010).  Because large bodies of water occur nearby, the eagles are 
likely to overfly portions of the project area, particularly the Rural Alternative, and they could make 
incidental use of the available forested or emergent habitat.  Although the bald eagle has been 
delisted as a federally threatened species, protection will continue under the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act (BGEPA), the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), as well as state law by the FWC. 

The wood stork (Mycteria americana) is known to occur in Bradford County.  The birds feed in widely 
varying sites, ranging from golf courses to cypress swamps and salt marshes, so they could make 
incidental use of habitat in the project area.  However, no wood storks are reported nesting in the 
corridor (USFWS database, 2010), nor is the project within a Core Foraging Area (CFA). 

The red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis) is known to occur in Bradford County, but none 
were observed during field surveys of the project area.  The range of this species coincides with the 
ranges of several species of southern pines, including longleaf pine (Pinus palustris).  Its nesting 
occurs almost completely in mature to over-mature longleaf pine, and this habitat does not occur in the 
project area. 

3.4.8 OTHER WILDLIFE AND HABITAT 

The project area was evaluated in relation to wildlife and habitat for indigenous species, both 
commonly occurring animals and State of Florida listed endangered and threatened species, and 
species of special concern.  The wildlife study began with review of standard reference materials, 
including Bradford County soil survey maps and tables; U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute 
topographic maps and the corresponding USFWS NWI maps for the Sampson and Starke, FL, 
quadrangles; and FWC mapping of Biodiversity Hot Spots, Priority Wetlands for Listed Species, 
Strategic Habitat Conservation Areas, and Landsat Land Cover types; preliminary FLUCCS mapping 
from FDOT; and the Bradford County Comprehensive Plan.  Besides these references, a literature 



SECTION 3   AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3-26  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
   Starke U.S. 301 Corridor Study 

search and aerial photo-interpretation were conducted to gather records on regional wildlife and 
habitats.  The FLUCCS mapping was updated, the Advance Notification (AN) package responses 
received by FDOT were reviewed, and various government agencies were contacted. 

Fieldwork was conducted in 1994, 1995, 1996 and 2010 to categorize and evaluate the habitat types 
within the project area and to record the types of flora and fauna in the vicinity.  All modifications to 
published data were recorded on aerial photographs and maps.  All roadkills were noted.  Final field 
work was done in April 2010.  The overall project area is primarily pine flatwoods with large portions of 
the land converted to pine plantations; monotypic stands of pines are expected to harbor fewer 
resident animal species because of the lack of vegetative diversity.  No defined areas of regional 
biological significance occur.  The soil types correspond to the pine flatwoods expanses and do not 
rank high in providing wildlife habitat.  Wildlife use of the wetland communities in the project area is 
discussed above under Wetlands; the wildlife descriptions given in this section are more generally 
applicable to uplands as well as wetlands. 

The Urban Alternative comprises habitat that is largely dominated by man-made influences, and the 
wildlife present are the species typical of such situations.  Small mammals include the gray squirrel 
(Sciurus carolinensis), opossum (Didelphis virginiana), armadillo (Dasypus  novemcinctus), and 
raccoon (Procyon lotor).  Rodents such as normal urban pest species occur, along with small native 
species that are found in the more natural areas at the southern and northern ends of the Urban 
Alternative; these include the house mouse (Mus musculus), cotton rat (Sigmodon hispidus), and 
shrews (Sorex spp.).   Common urban bird species occur, including cardinal (Cardinalis cardinalis), 
blue jay (Cyanocitta cristata), eastern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), red-bellied woodpecker 
(Melanerpes carolinus), hairy woodpecker (Picoides villosus), flicker (Colaptes auratus), and European 
starling (Sturnus vulgaris); the cattle egret (Bubulcus ibis) occurs along highways and in other open 
areas, along with turkey vultures (Cathartes aura) and black vultures (Coragyps atratus).  Local bird 
populations would be expected to increase during spring and fall migration. A complement of small 
amphibians and reptiles, including bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana), southern leopard frog (Rana 
utricularia), green tree frog (Hyla cineria), squirrel tree frog (Hyla squirella), green anole (Anolis 
carolinensis), and black racer (Coluber constrictor) occur along the Urban Alternative. 

The Rural Alternative comprises a relatively undeveloped area of pine flatwoods, pine plantations, 
agricultural land, shrub brushland, and various wetland forested communities.  Some residences and 
other man-dominated areas also occur.  Wildlife includes the same species found in the Urban 
Alternative as well as larger woodland animals; representative species are the bobcat (Lynx rufus), 
eastern cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus), white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), and gray fox 
(Urocyon cinereoargenteus); raptor species include the red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) and red-
shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus).  Other more common woodland and woodlot species of the area 
include the eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), southern flying squirrel (Glaucomys volans), 
pileated woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus), pine warbler (Dendroica pinus), and brown-headed 
nuthatch (Sitta pusilla).  Game birds, including the wild turkey (Meleagris gallopavo) and wood duck 
(Aix sponsa) also occur.  Limited habitat for wading birds is found in the Rural Alternative; the cattle 
egret and vultures discussed above would be expected to occur. 

The Florida black bear (Ursus americanus floridanus) occurs in fragmented populations throughout 
Florida, and its range extends into Bradford County.  Individuals from the area occur in or travel 
through the project area in narrow corridors of occupation that cross U.S. 301.  Roadkills of bears 
indicate their occurrence in the general region; no roadkills have been documented by FWC in the 
project area.  A resident population may be developing in the southern portion of the county; the 
greatest probability of having a resident group would be in the vicinity of the complex of lakes west and 
south of Starke (Lakes Sampson, Rowell, Crosby, and Hampton).  More of the county may be 
occupied than FWC previously thought (Personal communication, November 1993, John B. Wooding, 
FWC Research Laboratory, Gainesville, FL).  Pine flatwoods habitat, abundant in the project area, is 
used by black bears, as are the other forested wetland habitats.   

The State of Florida has listed several species as Endangered, Threatened, or as Species of Special 
Concern that potentially occur in Bradford County.  These species are shown on Table 3.9. 
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Table 3.9  State Listed Wildlife and Plant Species Potentially Occurring in Bradford County 

Species 
State 

Status
a Habitat 

Probability of 
Occurrence in 
Project Area 

Amphibians and Reptiles    

Gopher Tortoise 

Gopherus polyphemus 

T Sandhills Low 

Florida Pine Snake 

Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus 

SSC Dry sandy areas in stands of oak or pine; abandoned 

fields 

Medium 

Alligator Snapping Turtle  

Macroclemys temminckii 

SSC Found only in Gulf river drainage areas in Florida, from 

the Santa Fe and Suwannee Rivers northwest to the 

panhandle. 

Low 

Gopher frog 
b
 

Rana capito (=areolata)spp. 

SSC Xeric upland. Breeds in ephemeral grassy ponds and 

cypress heads that lack fish populations 

Low 

Birds    

Southeastern American Kestrel 

Falco sparverius paulus 

T Migrant through variety of open habitats Medium 

White ibis 

Eudocimus albus 

SSC Shallow freshwater wetlands Medium 

Snowy Egret 

Egretta thula 

SSC Marshes, lakeshores, ponds, ditches, pastures Medium 

Little Blue Heron 

Egretta caerulea 

SSC Marshes, lakeshores, ponds, ditches, pastures Medium 

Tricolored Heron 

Egretta tricolor 

SSC Marshes, lakeshores, ponds, ditches, pastures Medium 

Limpkin 

Arma guarauna 

SSC Slow moving freshwater rivers, marshes, lake shores Low 

Mammals    

Florida Mouse  

Podomys floridanus 

SSC Scrub, sandhill, and scrubby flatwoods Low 

Sherman's Fox Squirrel   

Sciurus niger shermani 

SSC Sandhill, mesic flatwoods, and scrubby flatwoods. Low 

Florida Black Bear  

Ursus americanus floridanus 

T Forest and swamps Medium 

Plants    

Bartram's Ixia 

Calydorea (Salphingostylis) 

coelestina 

E Wet flatwoods and wet prairies Medium 

Florida Toothache Grass  

Ctenium floridanum  

E Pine flatwoods and depression marshes Medium 

Florida Milkweed  

Matelea floridana 

E Hammocks and mixed oak uplands Medium 

a
 Source:   Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission.  2011.  Florida's Endangered Species, Threatened Species and 

Species of Special Concern, official lists.  Tallahassee, Fl.  15p. 

Source: Coile, N.C. 2000.  Notes on Florida's Threatened and Endangered Plants.  Gainesville:  Florida Department of Agriculture 
and Consumer Services, Division of Plan Industry.  122 p. 

    E = Endangered; T = Threatened; SSC = Species of Special Concern 

b
 Data for species, not subspecies. 
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The gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) is typically associated with areas of sandy well drained 
soils.  The soil conditions, rather than climatic conditions, are responsible for the xerophytic nature of 
habitats preferred by the gopher tortoise and its burrow associates.  These well drained soils 
characteristically exhibit an extremely low clay and organic matter content as well (Cox 1987).  The 
soils within the Rural and Urban Alternatives were found to include two well drained soil types, Albany 
fine sand, and Ocilla fine sand.  Both soils exhibit a 0 to 5 percent overall slopes with an annual water 
table at a depth greater than 2.5 feet for most years.  While these soils appear to be suitable for 
gopher tortoises, the areas at the southern end of the project associated with these soil types have 
been altered mechanically by past and present agricultural activity.  The areas associated with these 
soil types have been converted into pasture and currently are used as grazing land for livestock. 

Four gopher tortoise burrow-associated species (commensals) are listed by FWC as Endangered, 
Threatened, or Species of Special Concern; these include the eastern indigo snake, the Florida pine 
snake (Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus), the gopher frog (Rana capito [=areolata]spp.), and the 
Florida mouse (Podomys floridanus).  One of these vertebrate species, the eastern indigo snake, is 
listed by USFWS and is, therefore, discussed above.  All of these commensal species occupy xeric 
habitat and are opportunistic users of burrows, including those of tortoises and pocket gophers 
(Geomys pinetis) for shelter. 

The alligator snapping turtle (Macroclemys temminckii) is reported to occur in the Santa Fe and 
Suwannee Rivers, but the project area is at or beyond the fringes of its range. 

The Southeastern American kestrel (Falco sparverius paulus) frequents many of the habitat types 
occurring in the Rural Alternative and at the northern and southern ends of the Urban Alternative, 
including pine flatwoods, agricultural and other open areas, and edges between different habitats; the 
kestrel would be expected to occur in the project area.   

The snowy egret (Egretta thula), little blue heron (Egretta caerulea) and the tricolored heron (Egretta 
tricolor) are three wading bird species that may occupy permanent and seasonally flooded freshwater 
wetlands in the project area. Nesting is conducted in colonial rookeries in inundated woody vegetation.  
No rookeries are known to exist in the project area.  However, foraging by individuals is likely in the 
suitable wetland habitats in the area. 

White ibis (Eudocimus albus) use feeding habitats similar to the wading birds mentioned above, but 
are more likely to use wet prairies and inundated or saturated open fields.  They also nest in woody 
vegetation over inundated habitats. 

Limpkin (Aramus guarauna) primarily feed in the shallow zones of freshwater lakes and streams.  The 
common prey items include snails and mussels. Nesting occurs in low vegetation over water. Limpkins 
are not common in the project area. 

Sherman's fox squirrel (Sciurus niger shermani) prefers fire-maintained longleaf pine/turkey oak 
sandhill and pine flatwoods; since the species occupies a large home range, it may occur in pine 
forested portions of the project area. 

Florida milkweed (Matelea floridana), Florida toothache grass (Ctenium floridanum) and Bartram's ixia 
(Calydorea coelestina), listed as Endangered by the State of Florida, occur in Bradford County.  The 
milkweed occupies mixed pine-oak forest and in other open, dry woodlands; it flowers best within 
areas that have been disturbed recently either by fire or logging.  Florida milkweed is not known to 
occur in the project area.  Bartram's ixia occurs in open areas in wet pine forest or in wet prairies.  It is 
not known to occur in the project area.  Florida toothache grass occurs in pine flatwoods ranging from 
scrubby to mesic or wet sites, and it also occurs in depressional marsh habitat; it is not known to occur 
in the project area.  A total of 113 plants are listed by the state as Threatened, and some of these 
would be expected to occur in the project area. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This section addresses the environmental consequences of the proposed alternative improvements.  
The discussion includes the No Build Alternative and two proposed Build Alternatives, the Urban 
Alternative and the Rural Alternative.  Impacts discussed include measurable social, economic, and 
natural environment impacts of the proposed alternatives.  All impacts are measured in either 
quantitative or qualitative terms whichever are most appropriate.  Where impacts cannot be avoided, 
mitigation and associated cost are considered for the proposed alternatives. 

4.1 SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

All Build Alternatives have been developed to avoid neighborhood, residential, business, and other 
community impacts to the greatest extent possible.  The community impact assessment process 
included continued community and agency input through public meetings and the ETDM Environmen-
tal Screening Tool (EST) and public access website.  As evident in the discussion that follows, and 
summarized in Section 7, Comments and Coordination, input received from the community at public 
meetings, through correspondence, and at workshops, has played a major role in the development 
and analysis of the Build Alternatives, particularly with respect to potential economic impacts. 

4.1.1 SOCIAL EFFECTS 

Starke is the county seat for Bradford County and therefore is part of a much larger community area.  
Like many small towns, Starke developed first along the railroad.  As travel by automobile became the 
standard, the focus for development eventually shifted to U.S. 301.  U.S. 301 is the main artery for the 
community of Starke. In 1995, on street parking was removed from U.S. 301, in order to widen the 
highway to five lanes.  With the No Build Alternative pedestrians must cross the existing five lanes of 
traffic at signalized intersections without a refuge.  There is a school zone for the high school that is 
immediately adjacent the highway in the downtown.  This five-lane highway is considered by local 
citizens to be a barrier between the east and west parts of Starke and dangerous for the elderly, 
handicapped and children to cross.  This facility carries a high percentage of truck traffic and other 
through traffic.  Traffic generated in the neighborhoods on the west side of U.S. 301 must use this 
route to cross Alligator Creek because there are no other bridges in the area.  There is also an at-
grade rail spur crossing, which is located along a sharp vertical and horizontal curve combination on 
the existing alignment. 

The Urban Alternative would widen the barrier caused by U.S. 301 even more by adding additional 
lanes to be crossed and closing medians to meet the SIS standards.  The community is aware of the 
dangers and the disruption of local movement caused by this heavy stream of traffic cutting through 
the middle of their community.  Mitigation for this barrier would be incorporated in the form of median 
refuges for pedestrians, sidewalks set back from the travel lanes, and the provision of bike lanes.  The 
Urban Alternative also introduces a railroad overpass and maintains access to the remaining 
businesses on U.S. 301.  Some traffic patterns would change because cross town traffic may shift 
from Call Street, Pratt Street and Washington Street, where left turns would be restricted, to the main 
cross routes of S.R. 100 and S.R. 16.  The Urban Alternative would not physically split any neighbor-
hoods. 

The Rural Alternative would remove through traffic, which includes a high proportion of trucks, from 
the center of town.  This should improve conditions on the existing U.S. 301, making it less of a barrier 
and improving livability in downtown Starke.  Many area residents have indicated that they would like 
to see the trucks re-routed, but others fear loss of business from a loss of traffic.  Because of these 
concerns, the economic impacts of the project alternatives were fully evaluated in a separate 
Economic Impact Analysis, which is included on the attached DVD.  This document is also available at 
the FDOT District Two Office in Lake City, Florida.  The findings of the economic impact analysis are 
summarized in Section 4.1.2, Economic Effects.  While some properties and family groupings would 
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be split with the proposed Rural Alternative, property access would be maintained with provision of 
proposed access roads to severed parcels. 

4.1.2 ECONOMIC EFFECTS 

Economic impacts associated with Urban and Rural Alternatives are of different types but are 
comparable in magnitude.  Impacts associated with the Urban Alternative are the result of displace-
ments of non-residential land uses that are sources of local business activity and employment.  
Impacts of the Rural Alternative include some displacements of non-residential activity, but are 
primarily the result of the diverting of traffic from the existing U.S. 301 corridor and existing businesses 
in Starke. 

For both Alternatives, initial impacts are expected to be greatest in the early years, in terms of 
disruption and loss of activity.  Thereafter, activity would be restored as businesses relocate, 
consumers adjust their travel patterns, and new properties are developed or redeveloped along the 
Urban or Rural Alternative improvement.  Starke's position as a rural trade and service center and its 
lack of competition for traveler-oriented services for many miles along U.S. 301, north and south, 
make it highly unlikely that economic activity would shift to areas outside Bradford County.  Rather, 
activity that may decline initially through displacement or diversion of non-local traffic would be 
regained within three to five years as businesses and other non-residential land uses are re-
established or spring up in or near Starke along the improved Urban or Rural route. 

Short-term impacts of the Urban Alternative include displacement of 60 businesses and the associated 
sales, earnings, and jobs.  Impacts from displacements would be immediate as right-of-way is 
acquired and improvements are constructed.  The Rural Alternative displaces only 2 businesses but 
affects many of the existing businesses by diverting traffic away from existing U.S. 301.  Businesses 
most affected include motels, restaurants, gas stations, and other businesses that attract and serve 
non-local traffic.  The types of initial impacts of the Rural Alternative are similar to the Urban Alterna-
tive and include the loss of sales, earnings, and jobs. Impacts from traffic diversion would also be felt 
immediately by businesses on existing U.S. 301 to the extent that non-local traffic no longer stops in 
Starke for food, fuel, and other goods and services.  The estimated potential job loss for each 
alternative is only around seven percent of total non-farm wage and salary employment in Bradford 
County. 

Although potential job losses are similar for both Alternatives, initial loss of earnings is much greater 
for the Urban Alternative.  Businesses impacted most by the Rural Alternative are those which pay low 
wages and rely more heavily on part-time personnel, whereas the Urban Alternative displaces a 
number of commercial buildings and facilities which have higher wage profiles, including professional 
and business offices. 

In addition to assistance with relocating displaced businesses, impacts are expected to be mitigated 
for both project alternatives in the following ways: 

Urban Alternative 

 Some consumer demand would shift to like establishments not displaced. 

 Some businesses that rent can move to other available space and would stimulate the market for 
new leasable space. 

 Some businesses that own their properties would use right-of-way acquisition and relocation 
monies to re-establish in the area. 

Rural Alternative 

 Some businesses would relocate to key locations on the new corridor. 

 Some new businesses would be established at accessible locations along the new corridor. 

 Because of the lack of significant competition on U.S. 301 north and south of Starke, existing 
businesses would continue to capture non-local traffic, particularly if adequate informational and 
directional signs are provided at both ends of the bypass. 
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The economic impacts described above can be considered direct or first-round impacts.  As these 
occur in whole or part, other "secondary" impacts would also take place through the multiplier effect.  
Total impacts, including secondary losses of sales, earnings, and jobs, are expected to exceed direct 
impacts by not more than fifty percent.  Secondary losses are minimized because many goods and 
services needed by local residents and businesses are purchased outside Bradford County. 

The Urban Alternative has the greatest impact in terms of initial loss of annual tax revenues from real 
property, sales, and gas because of displacements along the corridor.  Initial loss of annual sales tax 
revenues would be only slightly higher for the Urban Alternative, while initial loss of annual gas tax 
revenues would be greater for the Rural Alternative.  The aggregate loss of annual tax revenues from 
all three sources is 26 percent higher for the Urban Alternative. 

The long-term economic impact of the Urban or Rural Alternatives are both positive compared to the 
long-term economic impact of the No Build Alternative.  Although the Urban and Rural Alternatives 
would have different longer-term positive impacts on Starke, both would eventually offset in whole, or 
in part, the short-term economic and financial losses from displacement or diverted traffic. The Urban 
Alternative would promote reorganization and needed upgrading of adjacent properties from south of 
Edward's Road to north of the S.R. 16 intersection.  The Rural Alternative would expose land on the 
west side of Starke to potential residential, commercial, and industrial development, and help define 
the City's urban service area. 

Review of the highway impact literature and contacts with other communities reveal that bypass-type 
improvements represented by the Rural Alternative generally have long-term beneficial impacts on 
affected communities because they reduce traffic congestion in town and provide nearby economic 
development opportunities.  Some individual businesses would be impacted adversely and would be 
unable to recover, but community-wide impacts generally have been positive. 

Workshops have been held with the Starke-Bradford Chamber of Commerce committee to discuss the 
proposed alternatives and potential business impacts.  A summary of these discussions is included in 
Section 7, Comments and Coordination, of this document. 

4.1.3 LAND USE EFFECTS 

Both the City of Starke and the Bradford County Future Land Use Maps propose commercial and 
public service uses along the U.S. 301 corridor throughout the project area, indicating that all 
remaining residential land uses along U.S. 301 may be converted to commercial uses in the future 
(see Figure 3.2, Future Land Use and Urban Development Area).  With the No Build Alternative, 
access to these facilities would remain unchanged.  The Transportation Element of the City's 
Comprehensive Plan recommends widening of the existing highway to six lanes to meet the level of 
service criteria or to provide an equivalent improvement (Appendix B, Exhibit B.10).  The Transporta-
tion Element of the Bradford County Comprehensive Plan has been amended to incorporate the 
bypass (Appendix B, Exhibits B.9). 

Most of the existing and proposed land uses abutting U.S. 301 inside the city limits are classified as 
commercial with the exception of a few institutional uses, such as the County Courthouse, Bradford 
High School, Santa Fe Community College and the Health Department.  A number of the older 
commercial buildings within the city limits are vacant.  However, redevelopment of these properties is 
occurring on both sides of the road.  The Urban Alternative would disrupt the redevelopment pattern 
by directly impacting many of the newly established businesses such as CVS pharmacy, Capital City 
Bank, and Krystal restaurant.  Practically half of the commercial uses along the existing U.S. 301 
would be impacted by complete relocation or partial takings.  This would change the character of 
Starke.  The existing homes, that back up to commercial buildings lining U.S. 301, would back up to 
the expanded highway after demolition of the commercial buildings.  New commercial opportunities in 
the downtown would be limited along the expanded facility.  The town would be further split by the 
expanded highway.  In the unincorporated areas to the north and south, some new development has 
occurred over the last ten years.  A new Wal-Mart, to the south of Starke, would most likely benefit 
from improved traffic flow. 

The Rural Alternative, for the most part, is located within the Urban Development Area as identified by 
Bradford County.  The Bradford County Comprehensive Plan allows only low-density development 
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outside of the defined Urban Development Area, which extends approximately one half to two miles 
outside the current city limits.  Within the Urban Development Area, densities of two dwelling units per 
acre, or greater, may develop, if served by sewer and water utilities.  The Rural Alternative would be a 
limited access facility and would either overpass local roads or result in slight modifications to local 
road connections.  New development as a result of the Rural Alternative would most likely occur on 
S.R. 100 and S.R. 16 where interchanges would provide access.  Any new development that results 
from the relocation of U.S. 301 with the Rural Alternative would most likely occur within the Urban 
Development Area.  The Rural Alternative traverses the southern tip of the City of Starke’s wastewater 
spray field in order to cross the Alligator Creek wetland system at its narrowest location.  The Rural 
Alternative would require property from the spray field and a system of parallel distribution lines would 
require some modification.  This impact would require replacement of the areas impacted (see Figure 
3.3, Major Utilities).  Impact to this facility is further discussed in Section 4.2.1, Utilities. 

4.1.4 MOBILITY EFFECTS 

Access to public transportation in the form of transportation for disadvantage populations, intercity 
buses and passenger trains would not change with any of the proposed alternatives.  The Urban 
Alternative with the West Railroad Overpass Option would provide an alternative access across the 
railroad spur on the existing U.S. 301.  The overpass would provide an unimpeded route for emergen-
cy vehicles traveling on U.S. 301 and would eliminate the sharp horizontal and vertical curve allowing 
higher design and travel speeds.  Fewer signals in the downtown area and a more restricted raised 
median would impede some cross street movements.  However a raised median would provide a 
refuge for pedestrians allowing for them to cross four lanes at a time.  The school zone would remain.  
The Urban Alternative would provide for greater safety for parallel bicycle and pedestrian movements 
with separate bike lanes and sidewalks separated from the curbs with grassed areas. 

The Rural Alternative provides an alternate route for through traffic thereby eliminating a large 
percentage of the truck and car traffic from the downtown area.  An alternate route would provide 
greater capacity for potential evacuation and a safer location for transport of hazardous materials.  A 
new alignment to the west of the city would overpass the railroad spur and other local and state 
highways.  Connections at S.R. 100 and S.R. 16 can be made with grade-separated interchange 
configurations.  A 300-foot wide limited access right-of-way would provide sufficient space to allow for 
all safety design features.  As a limited access facility, no accommodations for bicycles or pedestrians 
on the highway would be made.  Additional discussion regarding pedestrians and bicycle facilities is 
included in Section 4.4.1, Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities. 

4.1.5 AESTHETICS EFFECTS 

The current urban environment along U.S. 301 is cluttered with driveways, utility poles and signs.  The 
proposed Urban Alternative would require a wider right-of-way in which there would be a greater 
separation of adjacent land uses, the automobile, the pedestrian and the utility poles.  An urban typical 
section with curbs and gutters would be compatible with the urban environment.  The Urban Alterna-
tive would have a wide paved area necessary to accommodate six to eight lanes of traffic; however, 
along the Urban Alternative a boulevard concept is being considered for the immediate downtown 
area, between S.R. 100 and S.R. 16.  The boulevard concept would include landscaping of both the 
median and exterior grassed areas with a meandering sidewalk provided.  This can be accomplished 
where purchase of right-of-way results in remnant parcels, or parcels that are neither accessible nor 
buildable, or by obtaining a landscaping easement.  The boulevard would be complementary to the 
improvements that have been made by the city throughout the downtown Historic District area.  The 
railroad overpass may create a visual barrier in the immediate vicinity near Edwards Road.  However, 
the embankment would be contained by a retained earth wall reducing its footprint.  

The Rural Alternative is expected to have a visual impact to the surrounding undeveloped areas by 
virtue of the fact that it is a new roadway where it does not currently exist.  However, a wide rural 
typical section with grassed median and side swales would be constructed, which is consistent with 
the rural environment.  Overpasses at local and state roads would have some visual impact, but grade 
separation would keep traffic congestion to a minimum at grade level.  Limited access right-of-way 
purchase would also prevent secondary development from occurring in the rural areas, lessening the 
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visual clutter generally associated with commercial development.  Users of the Rural Alternative 
should have long and pleasant views through the rural and undeveloped areas of the project. 

There has been no concern expressed by the community with regards to the visual quality of either of 
the two Build Alternatives.  A discussion of potential noise impacts is included in Section 4.4.4, Noise. 

4.1.6 RELOCATION EFFECTS 

A Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan (CSRP) has been completed for the proposed project.  The 
CSRP is included on the attached DVD and is also available at the FDOT District Two Office in Lake 
City, Florida.  The CSRP provides detailed data on relocations, replacement property and relocation 
assistance that would be available for addressing potential impacts.  The following is a comparative 
summary of the anticipated number of relocations for the Build Alternatives and a description of the 
proposed relocation assistance program. 

4.1.6.1 Residential Relocations 

The No Build Alternative would not cause any displacements of individuals or families.  However, 
according to the CSRP prepared by the FDOT District Two Right of Way Office, residential relocations 
are required with both Build Alternatives.  The Urban Alternative would require relocation of nine 
homes located along the existing U.S. 301 Corridor.  These homes cannot be avoided in areas where 
the existing right-of-way is constrained.  The Rural Alternative would potentially displace 26 rural 
residential households.  The characteristics of the residential relocations are summarized on Table 
4.1. 

Table 4.1  Residential Relocations  

Characteristics Urban Alternative Rural Alternative 

Number of Households to be Relocated  9 26 

Number of Conventional Structures  9 16 

Range in Age of Conventional Structures  55-71 years 10-70 years 

Median Age of Conventional Structures  64 years 53 years 

Average Age of Conventional Structures  63 years 49 years 

Number of Mobile or Manufactured Homes  0 10 

Range in Age of Mobile Homes  N/A 3-33 years 

Median Age of Mobile Homes  N/A 14-15 years 

Average Age of Mobile Homes  N/A 19 years 

Rental Tenants  6 (67%) 9 (35%) 

Source: Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan (CSRP), FDOT, June 1, 2011. 

A recent internet search of real estate websites, such as real estate agencies, Craisgslist.org, 
Listingbook.com and NEFAR.com, as documented in the CSRP, indicated over 160 residential units 
for sale in the Bradford County area within 15 miles of the corridor.  It is reasonable to estimate that at 
least 75% of these would meet building code and FDOT standards as to “Decent, Safe and Sanitary” 
housing.  While detached rental units do no seem to be as abundant, given adequate amount of time, 
there certainly appears to be enough rental properties currently on the market to accommodate the 9-
10 rental tenants that might be displaced by any of the Build Alternatives. 

4.1.6.2 Business Displacements 

The No Build Alternative would not result in any business displacements.  Business displacements are 
required with both Build Alternatives.  Table 4.2 provides a summary of the types of businesses to be 
displaced and the estimated number of employees at each type of business with both the Urban and 
Rural Alternatives. 

The Urban Alternatives would require displacement of 60 businesses.  A majority of the businesses 
are located along the existing U.S. 301 Corridor and cannot be avoided in areas where the existing 
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right-of-way is constrained.  A recent market survey, as documented in the CSRP, indicates that there 
are properties currently available for businesses, such as:  building supplies, manufacturing, auto 
parts, and equipment rentals.  However, the majority of the businesses that would require relocation 
with the Urban Alternative are service-oriented businesses, such as gas stations, convenience stores, 
banks, professional services, and fast food restaurants.  Therefore, it is not likely that there would be 
sufficient vacant commercial land available for all of the businesses to relocate with the Urban 
Alternative because of the large number that would be displaced.  It may take a concerted effort on the 
part of the City of Starke and Bradford County to amend the comprehensive plan to make available 
more space for new commercial facilities or rezoning of existing residential structures for commercial 
use.  Additional business interests that must be addressed are two outdoor advertising signs. 

Within the limits of the Rural Alternative, two existing businesses would potentially be displaced.  One 
is a repair, sales and transport business operation for mobile homes which employs four people.  The 
other is a vacuum cleaner repair shop business which is assumed to house a residential area on the 
second floor.  This business is estimated to have two employees.  Additional business interests that 
must be addressed are one outdoor advertising sign and a cell tower.  There is an adequate selection 
of replacement properties currently on the market available to the owner of the vacuum shop within a 
reasonable distance from their subject site.  There are some sites for sale that are comparable to the 
mobile home salvage, repair, and sales facility in acreage and access which may be redeveloped by 
this business owner in order to continue the type of business currently underway at their existing site.  
Table 4.2 also includes an estimate of the total number of employees that may be employed at these 
businesses.   

Table 4.2   Business Displacements and Estimated Employment Loss  

Type of Business 

Urban Alternative Rural Alternative 

Number of 
Businesses 

Estimated 
Employees 

Number of 
Businesses 

Estimated 
Employees 

Hardware Store 2 10   

Retail Store 11 55   

Employment Agency 1 6   

Professional Office 13 104   

Material Wholesaler 1 10   

Restaurant 5 30   

Fitness Center 2 10   

Health Supply/Pharmacy 4 24   

Fuel/Convenience Store 3 18   

Auto Sales/Mech./Supply 4 20   

Florist 1 5   

Appliance Sales/Repair 2 10   

Bank 1 10   

Dry Cleaners 1 10   

Home/Elec./AC Trade 3 15   

Hotel/Motel 2 16   

Travel Agency/Bus 1 8   

Probation/Bail Bonds Office 3 18   

Vacuum Cleaner Repair.   1 2 

Mobile Home Sales/Service    1 4 

Total 60 374 2 6 

Source:  Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan (CSRP), FDOT, June 1, 2011.  

4.1.6.3 Community Facility Relocations  

The Urban Alternative would require relocation of any public owned equipment or facilities associated 
with the Old Armory building which previously housed the City of Starke Recreation Department.  The 
Rural Alternative would require a partial taking of the City of Starke wastewater spray fields.  This land 
is located south of the City of Starke adjacent Alligator Creek.  Replacement land for spray area that 
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would be displaced has not been located, but would be as close as possible to the existing facilities.  
In addition, some rerouting and reconnection of irrigation pipes would be required to keep remaining 
facilities and any isolated spray fields operational.  It is expected that an acre per acre functional 
replacement would be required to maintain the spray field capacity. 

4.1.6.4 Relocation Assistance Program  

In order to minimize the unavoidable effects of right-of-way acquisition and displacement of people, 
FDOT would carry out a right-of-way and relocation program in accordance with Florida Statute 339.09 
and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 
91-646 as amended by Public Law 100-17). 

FDOT provides advance notification of impending right-of-way acquisition.  Before acquiring right-of-
way, all properties are appraised on the basis of comparable sales and land use values in the area.  
Owners of property to be acquired would be offered and paid fair market value for their property rights. 

No person lawfully occupying real property would be required to move without at least 90 days written 
notice of the intended vacation date, and no occupant of a residential property would be required to 
move until decent, safe, and sanitary housing is made available.  "Made available" means that the 
affected person has either by themselves obtained and has the right of possession of replacement 
housing, or that FDOT has offered the relocatee decent, safe, and sanitary housing which is within 
their financial means and available for immediate 
occupancy. 

At least one relocation specialist is assigned to each 
highway project to carry out the relocation assistance and 
payments program.  A relocation specialist would contact 
each person to be relocated to determine individual 
needs and desires, and to provide information, answer 
questions, and give help in finding replacement property.  
Relocation services and payments are provided without 
regard to race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. 

All tenants and owner-occupant displacees would receive 
an explanation regarding all options available to them, such as:  (1) varying methods of claiming 
reimbursement for moving expenses; (2) rental of replacement housing, either private or publicly 
subsidized; (3) purchase of replacement housing; and (4) moving owner-occupied housing to another 
location. 

 Financial assistance is available to the eligible relocatee to: 

 Reimburse the relocatee for the actual reasonable costs of moving from homes, businesses, and 
farm operations acquired for a highway project; 

 Make up the difference, if any, between the amount paid for the acquired dwelling and the cost of 
a comparable decent, safe, and sanitary dwelling available on the private market; 

 Provide reimbursement of expenses, incidental to the purchase of a replacement dwelling; 

 Make payment for eligible increased interest cost resulting from having to get another mortgage at 
a higher interest rate.  Replacement housing payments, increased interest payments, and closing 
costs are limited to $22,500 combined total. 

 A displaced tenant may be eligible to receive a payment, not to exceed $5,250, to rent a replace-
ment dwelling or room, or to use as down payment, including closing costs, on the purchase of a 
replacement dwelling. 

The brochures which describe in detail the FDOT relocation assistance program and right-of-way 
acquisition program are Your Relocation:  Residential; Your Relocation:  Business; Farms and 
Nonprofit Organizations; Your Relocation:  Signs; and The Real Estate Acquisition Process.  All of 
these brochures are distributed at all public hearings and are made available upon request to any 
interested persons. 
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4.1.6.5 Last Resort Housing 

The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended; 
and FDOT Procedures provide for last resort housing to accommodate displaced residences whose 
financial means or circumstances prevent their being provided for under normal program procedures.  
Last resort housing allows the District Right of Way Manager great latitude to develop creative means 
to accommodate displaced residences on an individual or project-wide basis.  Remedial plans for 
insufficient replacement housing should not be necessary for this project but there may be some 
requirement for last resort rent supplements or replacement housing payments in accordance with the 
financial means of the displaced residences.  Resources for sale and rent should be continuously 
available to provide sufficient placement housing, thereby minimizing the need for new construction or 
other last resort solutions.  Should alternate housing become necessary, such housing may be 
provided, either directly or through third parties, by: 

 Rehabilitation of, additions to, or relocation of, existing properties; 

 Construction of new dwellings; 

 Super Supplement payments:  These are cost differential payments in excess of the normal limits 
of $22,500 for owners who bought their home no less than six months ago and $5,250 for tenants 
who moved in three months  before the offer by FDOT to purchase; 

 FDOT may purchase replacement housing and then subsequently sell, rent or exchange it with a 
displaced person; 

 Removal of barriers for the person with a disability; and  

 Provision of a direct loan from the Department. 

FDOT is not limited to the means outlined above, but can develop other alternatives as necessary.  
The above remedies are discussed in greater detail in the FDOT Right of Way Procedures Manual 
under Section 9.6.4.1. 

4.1.7 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

This project has been developed in accordance with the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended.  Along 
with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, Executive Order 12898, ensures that minority and low income 
populations, as well as other populations of concern, are neither disproportionately affected by major 
transportation projects, nor denied reasonable access to them by excessive cost or physical barriers.  
Public participation has been solicited without regard to race, color, religion, sex, age, national origin, 
handicap, or familial status.  Special accommodations have been offered to anyone wishing to attend 
the public meetings or reviewing the project materials as required under the Americans with Disabili-
ties Act of 1990.  

 

In order to evaluate the population characteristics of the area impacted by each of the proposed Build 
Alternatives, the most recent U.S. Census data available at the block group and block level was used.  
Since the 2010 Census data is not yet available at the block group or block level, the 2000 Census 
data was used at the time of this analysis.  Data available down to the block level was used where 
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available for characteristics of interest.  Disability status and household income is only available at the 
block group level.  The specific block and block group data used in the analysis for the project is 
available in the CSRP.  A summary of the population and income characteristics accumulated for each 

of the Build Alternative is shown in Table 4.3. 

The statistics in Table 4.3 indicate that there is a 
potentially higher average of minority, elderly, 
disabled and low income population and house-
holds in the area impacted by the Urban Alterna-
tive, than in the area impacted by the Rural 
Alternative.  In comparing with the statistics 
included in Table 3.1, Community Characteristics, 
which show the averages for Bradford County and 
City of Starke, one may conclude that the Urban 
Alternative is likely to have a disproportionately 
high and adverse affect on minority and low 
income populations. 

 

Table 4.3   Characteristics of Potentially Impacted Population 

Characteristics of Affected Areas Urban Alternative Rural Alternative 

Total Population  1314 342 

Racial/Ethnic Mix   

White 54.97% 81.43% 

Black or African American 32.75% 16.82% 

American Indian and Alaskan Native 0.29% 0.00% 

Asian 7.89% 0.46% 

Native Hawaiian & other Pacific Islander 0.58% 0.00% 

Some other race 2.05% 0.84% 

Two or more races 1.46% 0.46% 

Total Minority 45.03% 18.57% 

Hispanic or Latino 1.75% 2.66% 

Elderly Population (65 and older) 14.62% 10.20% 

Disability Status 16.03% 13.96% 

Per Capita Income  $7,409 - $19,770 $12,271 - $16,606 

Median Household Income  $15,694 - $35,750 $30,000 - $37,738 

Median Family Income  $26,250 - $37,891 $40,337 - $41,66 

Number of Families below Poverty Level  11.23% - 32.26% 7.56% - 14.00% 

Households on Public Assistance  0.0% - 10.73% 1.01% - 4.49% 

Source:  Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan (CSRP), FDOT, June 1, 2011. 

The area impacted by the Rural Alternative is estimated to have a lower proportion of low income, 
minority, handicapped or disabled and elderly households, than the Urban Alternative.  The population 
demographics are similar to the general county population and therefore a disproportionately high or 
adverse effect on minority and low income populations is not anticipated with the Rural Alternative.   

It is estimated that elderly individuals may occupy 15 percent of the displaced households, and 
handicapped or disabled individuals may occupy approximately 16 percent of the displaced house-
holds with the Urban Alternative.  It is estimated that elderly individuals may occupy 10 percent of the 
displaced households and handicapped or disabled individuals may occupy 14 percent of the 
displaced households with the Rural Alternative.  The special needs of each displaced household 
would be assessed and appropriate assistance would be provided without discrimination.  Special 
needs and unusual conditions involved in the displacement of businesses would be assessed and 
determined at the earliest feasible time.  During the right-of-way phase of the project, advisory 
services would be established to minimize inconvenience or economic hardship. 
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4.2 UTILITIES AND RAILROADS 

4.2.1 UTILITIES 

For the Urban Alternative, all major utility facilities are located within the right-of-way along various 
segments of the existing U.S. 301 and would require relocation to accommodate widening of the 
roadway.  The most significant of these facilities is the Florida Power and Light (FP&L) 240 KV 
overhead transmission line that is located within the existing right-of-way north of S.R. 16 to the city 
limits.  Along this segment this transmission line would need to be relocated in order to widen the 
highway to six-lanes.  Other utility relocations would be sanitary sewer and water lines within the City 
of Starke.  Each parallel facility and those crossing the highway would require some adjustment.  
Florida Gas Transmission Company has a 3.5" steel high pressure natural gas transmission pipeline 
which crosses U.S. 301 at Pratt Street and would require special precautions and possible relocation.  
Figure 3.3, Major Utilities, shows the general location of the utilities in the area. 

The Rural Alternative is on new alignment for much of its length; therefore, most of the utility reloca-
tions are at cross roads and are relatively minor.  The Rural Alternative, just south of the C.R. 229, 
crosses the same high-pressure gas transmission line owned by Florida Gas Transmission Company 
that is also crossed by the Urban Alternative.  Power transmission lines located along U.S. 301 at the 
north and south connections may require relocation along with other minor distribution lines and 
telephone lines.  The most significant utility adjustment required with the Rural Alternative is the 
replacement of area currently used by the City of Starke for their wastewater spray fields located south 
of Alligator Creek and west of U.S. 301.  This facility was constructed in 1995.  The impact to this 
facility should not be significant, but it would require some form of mitigation, such as replacement of 
the area lost for spray discharge.  This partial spray field replacement may cost as much as $1.5 
million (2011 dollars). 

4.2.2 RAILROADS 

U.S. 301 is located west and parallel to the CSX main railroad line.  A spur line heading west to the 
City of Gainesville crosses U.S. 301 south of S.R. 100 (see Figure 1.1, Project Location and Transpor-
tation Network).  The Urban Alternative is proposed to overpass the rail spur with a slight shift in 
alignment, referred to as the West RR Overpass Option.  The existing at-grade crossing would remain 
to provide access to properties along the old U.S. 301 segment.  The Rural Alternative would also 
overpass the rail spur, but further to the west.  No new at-grade rail crossings are proposed. 
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4.3 CULTURAL RESOURCE IMPACTS 

4.3.1 ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL 

In accordance with the procedures contained in 36 CFR, Part 800, a Cultural Resource Assessment 
Survey, including background research and field surveys coordinated with SHPO, were performed for 
the project.  As a result of the assessments, two sites (8BF7, 8BF57) were found to be listed on the 
NRHP and four sites (8BF120, 8BF121, 8BF758 and 8BF759) were determined eligible for the NRHP.  
SHPO concurred with the recommendations regarding the six recorded historic structures on or 
eligible for listing on the NRHP.  These resources are discussed below.  The surveys also identified an 
additional 73 structures that have not previously been recorded, of which six are determined to be 
potentially eligible for the NRHP, these six are discussed below.  However, due to insufficient 
information at this time, SHPO is unable to concur on the eligibility of the unrecorded structures.  
Therefore, since all of these unrecorded resources are within the APE of the Urban Alternative, if the 
Urban Alternative is recommended as the preferred alternative for this project, SHPO requests that the 
additional historic structures be recorded and SHPO be given the opportunity to comment on their 
eligibility.  All of the identified previously unrecorded historic structures within the APE of the Rural 
Alternative have been recorded during the latest CRAS Addendum in 2011, and have been reviewed 
by SHPO.  Additional information regarding the CRAS documents and FHWA and SHPO coordination 
is included in Section 3.3, Cultural Resources. 

Table 4.4 is a summary of structures and other significant cultural resources that have been deter-
mined to be eligible for the NRHP by FHWA and are within the APE for each of the project alterna-
tives.  SHPO concurrence on the eligibility of these resources is noted on the table.  The location and 
name of each site with respect to the proposed alternatives is indicated on the table and identified on 
Figure 4.1.  A brief description of these resources follows. 

Call Street Historic District and the Old Bradford County Courthouse.  The Call Street Historic District 
(8BF57) is located in downtown Starke adjacent the east side of U.S. 301.  This Historic District was 
recorded in 1985, and is listed on the National Register of Historic Places.  There are twenty-one 
contributing historic structures in the District.  These structures are listed on Table 3.7.  The most 
prominent building in the District is the Old Bradford County Courthouse (8BF7), with is now an annex 
building for the Santa Fe Community College.  This building is located on the east side to U.S. 301, 
facing Call Street. The Urban Alternative was developed to avoid the Historic District.  The road would 
be widened to the west to avoid the old Court House, and no right-of-way would be required from 
within the historic district boundary.  Because the proposed widening is on the opposite side of the 
road, the potential impacts to the District are minimal.  Wider border areas would provide a sidewalk, 
grassed areas, and a bicycle lane adjacent the site.  In addition, grassed medians would further 
remove the southbound traffic from the site.  These roadway improvements would also improve the 
visual aesthetics and the pedestrian and bicycle access to the area.  Traffic at the intersection would 
be limited to right-turning vehicles only. These resources are in the APE for the Urban Alternative, 
only. 

St. Edward’s Church.  St. Edward's Church (8BF121) is a mission-style church located on the west 
side of the existing right-of-way.  The building features a curvilinear parapet on its front elevation, a 
distinguishing element of the style.  At the location of this site, the widening of U.S. 301 with the Urban 
Alternative would shift to the east side of the road to avoid the church and the adjacent Bradford High 
School.  Therefore, the church would remain at its current location adjacent to the right-of-way.  As 
with the Historic District, the site would be further removed from the travel lanes with the addition of a 
wider border area, including a sidewalk, grassed areas, and a bicycle lane to minimize impact.  The 
side street traffic would be limited to right-turning vehicles which would have positive visual and air 
quality impacts at the intersection.  This resource is in the APE for the Urban Alternative, only. 

Old Starke Armory.  The Old Starke Armory (8BF120) is a large two-story brick structure, completed in 
1941 under the auspices of the Works Progress Administration (WPA).  It is located at 502 North 
Temple on the east side of the existing U.S. 301 right-of-way.  The Urban Alternative would require 
additional right-of-way on the east side of the road at this location, in order to avoid the St. Edwards 
Catholic Church and Bradford High School, which are on the west side of the road.  If the Urban 
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Alternative is constructed, the Old Starke Armory would require demolition or relocation.  This 
resource is in the APE for the Urban Alternative, only. 

Table 4.4   Summary of Historic Cemeteries and Historic Structures Potentially Eligible for the NRHP 

Site # Location/Name 
National Register 
Eligible 

Alternative 
Proximity to 
Proposed Right-of-
Way 

8BF7 
209 W Call Street (Old Bradford Co. 
Courthouse) 

Listed Urban Adjacent 

8BF57 Call St. (Call Street Historic District) Listed Urban Adjacent 

8BF120 
502 North Temple Avenue (Old 
Starke Armory) 

Potentially Eligible 
(SHPO concurred) 

Urban Within R/W 

8BF121 
441 North Temple Avenue (St. 
Edward’s Church) 

Potentially Eligible 
(SHPO concurred) 

Urban Adjacent 

8BF758, 
8BF760, 
8BF761, 
8BF762 

U.S. Highway 301 - Mathews 
Building (Commercial) 

Potentially Eligible 
(SHPO concurred) 

Urban & 
Rural 

Adjacent 

8BF759 ASR&G Railroad 
Potentially Eligible 
(SHPO concurred) 

Urban & 
Rural 

Overpassed 

8BF135 6S-22E-31 (Keller Cemetery)  
Ineligible 
(SHPO concurred) 

Rural 
Adjacent 
(Protective Fencing 
Required) 

8BF162 
6S-22E-30 (Former Brymer 
Cemetery) 

Ineligible 
(SHPO concurred) 

Rural 
Within R/W (Coordina-
tion Required) 

Unre-
corded 

17560 U.S. Highway 301 (Motor 
Court) Parcel #02214-0-00000 

Potentially Eligible 
(SHPO not evaluated) 

Urban Adjacent 

Unre-
corded 

1757 N. Temple Ave (Motor Court) 
Parcel ID#02427-0-00000 

Potentially Eligible 
(SHPO not evaluated) 

Urban Within R/W 

Unre-
corded 

739 N. Temple Ave (Motor Court) 
Parcel ID#03642-0-00000 

Potentially Eligible 
(SHPO not evaluated) 

Urban Adjacent 

Unre-
corded 

744 N. Temple Ave (Motor Court) 
Parcel #03628-0-00000 

Potentially Eligible 
(SHPO not evaluated) 

Urban Within R/W 

Unre-
corded 

N. Clark Street (Masonry Commer-
cial) Parcel ID#03624-0-00000 

Potentially Eligible 
(SHPO not evaluated) 

Urban Adjacent 

Unre-
corded 

163 W Jefferson St (Colonial Revival 
Church) Parcel ID#03045-0-00000 

Potentially Eligible 
(SHPO not evaluated) 

Urban Within R/W 

Source:  Cultural Resources Assessment Survey (CRAS), FDOT, 2010, and CRAS Addendum 2011. 
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Figure 4.1   Historic Cemeteries and Historic Structures Potentially Eligible for NRHP 

Source:  Cultural Resources Assessment Report (CRAS); FDOT, 2010, and CRAS Addendum 2011. 
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Matthews Building.  The Matthews Building Complex (8BF758, 8BF760, 8BF761, 8BF762) is located 
on the east side of U.S. 301 at 14281 S. Highway 301.  A commemorative plaque is located next to 
the main entry and states that the building was named in honor of local Starke resident and state 
politician Eugene S. Matthews.  The building was constructed in 1960, as the Florida Development 
Commission Surplus Property Department Warehouse.  The building has been recommended as 
potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP for its locally significant association with state-oriented civil 
defense preparation during the Cold War.  The warehouse and grounds were part of the network 
developed by the federal and state governments to distribute civil defense materials to the population 
during the 1950s and 1960s.  FHWA has determined that the entire site is eligible for the NRHP and 
would not be affected by the construction of the Rural Alternative because it is located outside the 
current and proposed right-of-way.  SHPO has concurred with this determination has requested 
individual FMSF documenting the individual structures on the property (Appendix A, Exhibits A.41 and 
A.42).  Further review and coordination would be required if the Urban Alternative is recommended. 

ASR&G Railroad.  A portion of the railroad bed for the ASR&G railroad (8BF759) crosses U.S. 301 in 
the southern part of both Build Alternatives.  The corridor extends to the east and west of the project 
area.  The ASR&G dates to 1893.  By 1902, the line extended from Starke to Wannee.  The railroad 
bed is still in use as a CSX spur line, and retains its historical configuration and possibly some of the 
historic fabric.  FHWA has determined that the spur line is potentially eligible for listing as a resource 
group on the NRHP, and SHPO has concurred with this determination (Appendix A, Exhibit A.42).  
Both Build Alternatives would overpass the railroad right-of-way and would not require any right-of-way 
from the railroad.  The roadway and overpass would have a visual effect on the setting of a segment of 
the railroad within the APE; however, the resource would maintain its integrity to a large degree, 
including its historic location, design, feeling, materials, workmanship, and association.  Furthermore, 
the relevant aspects of integrity that renders the railroad eligible for listing in the NRHP would not be 
affected by the proposed project.  SHPO has concurred with FHWA determination of no affect for the 
Rural Alternative (Appendix A, Exhibits A.41 and A.42).  Further review and coordination would be 
required if the Urban Alternative is recommended  

Brymer Cemetery (former).  The former Brymer Cemetery (8BF162) is purportedly located within the 
proposed Rural Alternative right-of-way near the intersection of S.R. 100 and C.R. 100-A.  The exact 
location of this cemetery, however, is not known.  According to court records, the cemetery, which may 
contain up to 12 graves, was partially destroyed in 1985, as a result of mechanical reforestation 
activity.  In 1986, five of the graves were recovered and moved to the Odd Fellows Cemetery.  The 
property has subsequently been replanted with trees.  There is a possibility that two to seven graves 
remain on the project parcel.  FHWA has determined and SHPO concurred that this site is not eligible 
for the NRHP (Appendix A, Exhibit A.42).  However, if the Rural Alternative is selected, mechanical 
scraping of the area is recommended to attempt to locate the two to seven unaccounted for graves.  A 
letter received from SHPO on January 25, 2005 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.26) requests that if the Rural 
Alternative is selected, a meeting between the parties is coordinated in order to discuss the appropri-
ate measures to be undertaken.  A subsequent memorandum from SHPO, dated December 1, 2011, 
requests that an archaeological monitoring report documenting the mechanical scraping and any 
subsequent excavations at the site of the former Brymer Cemetery be submitted (Appendix A, Exhibit 
A.42).  This resource is in the APE of the Rural Alternative, only. 

Keller Cemetery.  The Keller Cemetery (BF135), which is located in the vicinity of the Rural Alternative 
right-of-way, is thought to contain unmarked graves.  The limits of the cemetery were defined through 
a special survey.  Individual graves have been plotted and the perimeter has been professionally 
surveyed.  The western boundary of the cemetery is located approximately 24 meters (80 feet) from 
the proposed Rural Alternative right-of-way.  SHPO has requested that, if the Rural Alternative is 
constructed, the new boundaries of the cemetery be adequately marked with a construction fence to 
assure that no disturbance of the cemetery would occur during construction.  FHWA determined and 
SHPO concurred that the Keller Cemetery is not eligible for the NRHP (See Addendum dated 
November 3, 2011, Appendix A, Exhibit A.42.  This resource is in the APE of the Rural Alternative, 
only. 

Unrecorded Historic Structures.  There were six historic structures identified in the updated CRAS in 
2010 that were determined to be potentially eligible for the NRHP and have not been recorded and 
reviewed by SHPO.  These six structures are within the Urban Alternative APE.  Further evaluation 
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and review would be conducted for all unrecorded historic structures, if the Urban Alternative is 
recommended.  Four of the six unrecorded structures that are potentially eligible for the NRHP are 
motor courts located along U.S. 301.  Right-of-way for the Urban Alternative would be required from 
two of the four unrecorded motor court properties, as described on Table 4.4 and generally located on 
Figure 4.1.  The four motor courts retain their basic configuration and design elements, and still 
operate as motor courts.  Constructed in the 1950’s and 1960’s, these four motor courts are associat-
ed with the historic period prior to construction of the interstate system when U.S. 301 was one of a 
few major north-south transportation routes in Florida, and many merchants established auto and 
tourist related businesses along the road to cater to the booming tourism.  While there are other motor 
courts in the area, only these four retain their integrity and convey their period of significance.  With 
the Urban Alternative, the motor court at 744 N. Temple would require demolition and right of way 
would be required from the motor court parcel at 1757 N. Temple Avenue.  The other two motor courts 
are located adjacent to the proposed Urban Alternative right-of-way.  Right-of-way would also be 
required from the unrecorded historic church property at 163 W. Jefferson Street with the Urban 
Alternative.  Portions of the First Baptist Church complex were considered to be potentially eligible as 
examples of mid-twentieth-century ecclesiastical architecture.  No right-of-way would be required from 
the unrecorded commercial building on N. Clark Street that conveys the commercial architecture of 
post-World War II America. 

Further information regarding all sites and survey data may be found in the Cultural Resources 
Assessment Survey documents dated 1997 and 2010, an Addendum to the CRAS dated 2011, and in 
the supplemental reports entitled, The Background Research and Historic Evaluation of the Brymer 
Cemetery (2004) and the Phase II Assessment of the Mullins’ Pasture Site (2007).  All of these 
documents are included on the attached DVD; and are also available at the FDOT District Office in 
Lake City, Florida.  All coordination letters between FDOT, FHWA and SHPO are included in Appendix 
A, and summarized in Section 3.3.1 and Section 7.5. 

FHWA forwarded the updated CRAS to Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, Seminole Tribe of 
Florida, Seminole Nation of Oklahoma, Poach Band of Creek Indians, Muscogee (Creek) Nation, and 
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians soliciting comments concerning any religious or cultural 
significance associated with any historic property that may be affected by the project.  No objections to 
the project were received.  Correspondence regarding coordination with the Indian tribes is included in 
Appendix A, Exhibits A.33-A.40. 

In summary, the Urban Alternative would affect the Old Starke Armory (8BF120), that is potentially 
eligible for the NRHP, and three of the unrecorded historic structures that are potentially eligible for the 
NRHP.  The ASR&G railroad (8BF759), a potentially eligible resource, would be overpassed by the 
Urban Alternative.  If the Urban Alternative is recommended as the preferred alternative, all unrecord-
ed historic structures as shown on Table 3.6 located within the APE would require recording and 
review in consultation with SHPO.  These unrecorded structures would be evaluated, recorded and 
analyzed in consultation with FHWA and SHPO to determine NRHP eligibility and any potential 
effects. 

The Rural Alternative would not affect any historic structures that have been determined as potentially 
eligible for the NRHP.  The ASR&G railroad (8BF759), a potentially eligible resource, would be 
overpassed by the Rural Alternative and it has been determined by FHWA in coordination with SHPO 
that the proposed project would have no effect on the integrity of this historic resource.  Special 
considerations as described above would be made for the former Brymer Cemetery (8BF162) and the 
Keller Cemetery (8BF135) located along the Rural Alternative. 

4.3.2 RECREATIONAL AND PARKLAND 

There are currently no existing recreation facilities or parks that would be impacted by the proposed 
Build Alternatives.  However, the Bradford Soil and Water Conservation District is considering the 
construction of a nature trail along Alligator Creek from the City Starke Edwards Road Recreation 
Complex to Lake Rowell.  Alligator Creek intersects with the proposed Rural Alternative within the area 
proposed for the trail.  The District has requested that the bridge over Alligator Creek be at an 
elevation high enough to overpass the proposed trail.  Continued coordination would take place with 
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the Soil and Water Conservation District regarding the location of the proposed trail and to incorporate 
the necessary height into the bridge design during the design phase to avoid impacts. 

4.4 NATURAL AND PHYSICAL IMPACTS 

4.4.1 PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES 

The No Build Alternative does not accommodate bicycle lanes or sidewalks separated from the curb in 
the downtown area due to constricted right-of-way. 

Full consideration was made for pedestrian and bicycle use of the proposed Build Alternatives, in 
compliance with 23 USC 109(n). The Urban Alternative is being considered as a controlled access 
arterial roadway that would accommodate both pedestrians and bicyclists (see Figures 2.10 through 
2.14).  The proposed Urban Alternative includes bike lanes adjacent to the outside travel lanes in each 
direction.  In addition, sidewalks would be provided on each side of the roadway and separated from 
the bicycle lanes by a curb and grassed strip.  In the downtown area where right-of-way acquisition 
may be extensive to accommodate eight-lanes of traffic, it is proposed that remnant parcels be used 
as a landscaped area with a meandering sidewalk producing a boulevard concept between S.R. 100 
and S.R. 16.  Because the proposed road would be wide in the downtown area, it would be important 
to allow sufficient time for pedestrians to cross the road.  All pedestrian facilities would be designed to 
comply with the ADA of 1990.  Design details would be required in the downtown area to discourage 
pedestrians from crossing the highway except at crosswalk locations. 

The Rural Alternative is proposed as a limited access rural arterial.  State law prohibits access by 
pedestrians and non-motorized vehicles on limited access facilities.  None of the roadways that the 
Rural Alternative would intersect currently have sidewalks for pedestrians, nor do they have wide 
travel lanes to accommodate bicycles.  Accommodations for future bicycle and pedestrian facilities on 
intersecting roadways would be possible by allowing sufficient clearance at the underpasses.  With the 
Rural Alternative, the level of service for pedestrians and bicycles should improve within the City of 
Starke with a corresponding reduction in traffic volumes and percentage of trucks. 

4.4.2 VISUAL IMPACTS/AESTHETICS 

There has been no concern expressed by the community with regards to the visual quality of either of 
the two Build Alternatives.  See Section 4.1.5, Aesthetics Effects, for more discussion on the project 
setting and potential visual and aesthetic impacts.  A discussion of potential noise impacts is included 
in Section 4.4.4, Noise. 

4.4.3 AIR QUALITY 

The proposed project is located in Bradford County, Florida, an area that is currently designated 
attainment for all of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards under the criteria provided in the Clean 
Air Act.  Therefore, the Clean Air Act conformity requirements do not apply to the project. 

4.4.3.1 Project Level Air Quality Analysis 

The project alternatives were subjected to a carbon monoxide (CO) screening model that makes 
various conservative worst-case assumptions related to site conditions, meteorology and traffic.  The 
FDOT screening model, CO Florida 2012, V1.01 (released April 4, 2013) uses U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) approved software (MOVES and CAL3QHC) to produce estimates of one-
hour and eight-hour CO at default air quality receptor locations.  The one-hour and eight-hour CO 
estimates can be directly compared to the one-and eight-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for CO that are 35 parts per million (ppm) and 9 parts per million (ppm), respectively. 

The roadway intersection forecast to have the highest total approach volume with the Urban and No 
Build Alternatives is that intersection at the Bradford Square Shopping Center/SE 114

th
 Street a four-

legged signalized intersection.  With the Urban Alternative, U.S. 301 is proposed as a six-lane 
roadway.  The roadway intersection forecast to have the highest total approach traffic volume with the 
Rural Alternative is the intersection at the southern connection to the existing U.S. 301.  This is a 
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signalized T-intersection.  The opening year (2020) and the design year (2040) were evaluated for all 
scenarios.   

Estimates of CO were predicted for the default receptors, which are located at a conservative 10 feet 
to 150 feet from the edge of the roadway.  Based on the results from the screening model, the highest 
CO one-hour and eight-hour levels are not predicted to meet or exceed the one-hour or eight-hour 
NAAQS for this pollutant with either the No Build or Build Alternatives.  As such, the project “passes” 
the screening model.  The results of the screening model are included in an Air Quality Technical 
Memorandum, which is included on the attached DVD and is also available at the FDOT District Two 
Office in Lake City, Florida. 

Construction activities would cause minor short-term air quality impacts in the form of dust from 
earthwork and unpaved roads, and smoke from open burning.  These impacts would be minimized by 
adherence to all State and local regulations and to the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and 
Bridge Construction.  In addition, the contractor would be required to implement specific best 
management practices (BMPs). 

4.4.3.2 Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) 

A qualitative analysis of potential mobile source air toxics (MSAT) is appropriate because the design 
year traffic volumes for the Starke U.S. 301 corridor, regardless of the alternative, are in the range for 
projects with low potential for MSAT effects, as defined in Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source 
Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA (FHWA, December 6,2012).  A qualitative analysis provides a basis for 
identifying and comparing the potential differences among MSAT emissions, if any, from the various 
alternatives. The qualitative assessment presented below is derived in part from a study conducted by 
the FHWA entitled A Methodology for Evaluating Mobile Source Air Toxic Emissions Among Transpor-
tation Project Alternatives. 

The amount of MSAT emitted would be proportional to the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for each 
alternative assuming that other variables such as fleet mix are the same for each alternative. The VMT 
estimate of 92.8 million VMT in year 2040 for both the No Build Alternative and the Urban Alternative 
are essentially the same because both of these alternatives use the existing U.S. 301 alignment 
through Starke.  The VMT estimate of 96.6 million VMT in year 2040 for the Rural Alternative is slightly 
higher because the additional bypass capacity combined with the existing route capacity increases the 
efficiency of the roadway network and attracts rerouted trips from elsewhere in the transportation 
network. Please refer to Section 1.4, Transportation Demand, for a discussion of the existing and 
future traffic estimates.  

The MSAT emissions for both the Urban and Rural Alternatives should be slightly lower than 
emissions for the No Build Alternative due to lower MSAT emission rates associated with increased 
speeds. According to EPA's MOVES model, emissions of all of the priority MSAT decrease as speed 
increases, except for diesel particulate matter. The extent to which these speed-related emissions 
decreases would offset VMT-related emissions increases cannot be reliably projected due to the 
inherent deficiencies of technical models. 

The slightly higher total VMT estimate for the Rural Alternative must be viewed in the context that the 
higher MSAT emissions along the new bypass route on the east side of Starke are coupled with a 
corresponding decrease in MSAT emissions along the existing route through Starke.  This location 
distinction associated with the Rural Alternative is even more important when truck volumes are 
considered.  Truck volumes on U.S. 301 are comparatively high because it is an SIS Highway.  Most 
of the through truck traffic is expected to use the bypass and therefore follow a route which is more 
removed from the population concentration in the City of Starke.  Truck traffic is associated with higher 
MSAT emissions (particularly diesel particulate matter).  Therefore, the Rural Alternative would 
provide a dual benefit with respect to MSAT emissions: 

 Lower emissions rates, including trucks, due to higher average operating speed, and  

 Relocation of most of the through traffic, including trucks, to the bypass route away from the City 
of Starke. 
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The VMT estimates under each of the Alternatives are nearly the same, and therefore it is expected 
there would be no appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions among the various alternatives. 
Also, regardless of the alternative, emissions would likely be lower than present levels in the design 
year as a result of EPA's national control programs that are projected to reduce annual MSAT 
emissions by 83% between 2010 and 2050.  Local conditions may differ from these national projec-
tions in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, and local control measures. However, the 
magnitude of the EPA-projected reductions is so great (even after accounting for VMT growth) that 
MSAT emissions in the study area are likely to be lower in the future in all cases. 

There is an overall lack of available technical tools to enable prediction of project-specific health 
impacts related to MSAT emission changes associated with the alternatives under evaluation.  
Therefore, the MSAT evaluation of project alternatives is limited to the basic analysis presented 
above.  Due to these limitations, the following discussion is included in accordance with CEQ 
Regulations (40 CFR 1502.22(b)) regarding incomplete and unavailable information: 

The EPA is in the process of assessing the risks of various kinds of exposures to MSAT pollutants.  
The EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) is a database of human health effects that may 
result from exposure to various substances found in the environment.  The IRIS database is located at 
http://www.epa.gov/iris.  The following toxicity information for the six prioritized MSAT was taken from 
the IRIS database Weight of Evidence Characterization summaries.  This information is taken 
verbatim from the EPA IRIS database and represents the Agency’s most current evaluations of the 
potential hazards and toxicology of these chemicals or mixtures. 

 Benzene is characterized as a known human carcinogen. 

 The potential carcinogenicity of acrolein cannot be determined because the existing data are 
inadequate for an assessment of human carcinogenic potential for either the oral or inhalation 
route of exposure. 

 Formaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen, based on limited evidence in humans, and 
sufficient evidence in animals. 

 1,3-butadiene is characterized as carcinogenic to humans by inhalation. 

 Acetaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen based on increased incidence of nasal tumors in 
male and female rats and laryngeal tumors in male and female hamsters after inhalation expo-
sure. 

 Diesel exhaust is likely to be carcinogenic to humans by inhalation from environmental expo-
sures. 

Evaluating the environmental and health impacts from MSAT on a proposed highway project would 
involve several key elements, including emissions modeling, dispersion modeling in order to estimate 
ambient concentrations resulting from the estimated emissions, exposure modeling in order to 
estimate human exposure to the estimated concentrations, and then final determination of health 
impacts based on the estimated exposure.  Each of these steps is encumbered by technical shortcom-
ings or uncertain science that prevents a more complete determination of the MSAT health impacts of 
the project. 

Because of the uncertainties outlined above, a quantitative assessment of the effects of air toxic 
emissions impacts on human health cannot be made at the project level.  The amount of MSAT 
emissions from each of the project alternatives and MSAT concentrations or exposures created by 
each of the alternatives cannot be predicted with enough accuracy to be useful in estimating health 
impacts.  As noted above, the current emissions models are not capable of serving as a meaningful 
emissions analysis tool for smaller projects.  Therefore, the relevance of the unavailable or incomplete 
information is that it is not possible to make a determination of whether any of the alternatives would 
have “significant adverse impacts on the human environment”. 

4.4.3.3 Global Climate Change 

The issue of global climate change is an important national and global concern that is being ad-
dressed in several ways by Federal and State government.  The transportation sector is the second 

http://www.epa.gov/iris
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largest source of total GHGs in the United States., and the greatest source of carbon dioxide (CO2) 
emissions – the predominant GHG.  In 2004, the transportation sector was responsible for approxi-
mately 31 percent of all CO2 emissions in the United States.  The principal anthropogenic (human-
made) source of carbon emissions is the combustion of fossil fuels, which account for approximately 
80 percent of anthropogenic emissions of carbon worldwide.  Almost all (98 percent) transportation-
sector emissions result from the consumption of petroleum products such as gasoline, diesel fuel, and 
aviation fuel. 

The transportation sector is a substantial contributor to GHG emissions in Florida, accounting for 
about 46 percent of CO2 emissions in Florida.  The transportations sector’s GHG emissions in Florida 
are dominated by personal vehicle travel in cars and light trucks, which account for almost two-thirds 
of these emissions.  Other trucks account for an additional 4 percent of CO2 emissions. 

Strategies are being developed and/or implemented at the Federal and State level to address 
transportation GHG.  Former Governor Crist established the Action Team on Energy and Climate 
Change by signing Executive Order 07-128, “Florida Governor’s Action Team on Energy and Climate 
Change,” on July 13, 2007.  A Florida climate change Action Plan is being developed that would 
include strategies to reduce emissions, including recommendations for proposed legislation for 
consideration by the Florida Legislature. 

Key Florida strategies for reducing transportation’s contribution to GHG emissions include: 

• Reducing the rate of fuel consumption by enhancing vehicle efficiency; 

• Reducing congestion and delay on the transportation system; 

• Reducing the carbon content of fuel, so that fewer emissions are generated for each gallon of fuel 
consumed; 

• Reducing the growth rate in travel by managing travel demand; and  

• Expanding options for travel by means other than single-occupant vehicles, and changing land 
use patterns. 

Because climate change is a global issue, and the emissions changes due to project alternatives 
(including the No Build Alternative) are not different or very small compared to global totals, the GHG 
emissions associated with the alternatives were not calculated.  Because GHGs are directly related to 
energy use and vehicle miles travelled, the changes in GHG emissions for Build versus No Build or for 
Build Alternatives would be similar. 

4.4.4 NOISE 

An assessment of noise impacts was conducted according to Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR), Part 772: Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise (July 13, 
2010), Part II, Chapter 17 of the FDOT Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Manual 
(revised May 24, 2011), and Chapter 335.17, Florida Statutes.  This assessment also adheres to the 
recent changes in the FHWA traffic noise analysis requirements contained in Report FHWA-HEP-10-
025, Highway Traffic Noise: Analysis and Abatement Guidance, June 2010 (revised December 2011).  
A separate Noise Study Report (NSR) is included on the attached DVD and is also available at the 
FDOT District Two Office in Lake City, Florida. 

4.4.4.1  Noise Receptors 

Land use plays an important role in identifying noise receptors for the traffic noise analysis.  To 
determine which land uses are “noise-sensitive”, the analysis used the FHWA Noise Abatement 
Criteria (NAC).  As shown in Table 4.5, these criteria are divided into land use activity categories and 
indicate the point at which traffic noise becomes intrusive and noise abatement consideration is 
required.  As stipulated by 23 CFR Part 772, FHWA requires that noise abatement measures be 
considered when project-related noise levels at noise sensitive sites approach or exceed the NAC for 
the Activity Category.  In addition, if project noise levels are 15 or more decibels above ambi-
ent/existing noise levels, abatement must also be considered.  This last consideration criterion is 
particularly relevant for the proposed Rural Alternative which is on new alignment.  
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The majority of the noise sensitive sites in the alternative corridors fall under Activity Category B, 
residential.  Activity Category C land uses includes churches, the Archie Tanner Funeral Home, the 
KOA Campground, the Loving Care Christian Learning Center, schools, and the Bradford County 
Courthouse.  Activity Category E sites include the commercial properties along U.S. 301 such as 
hotels and motels and restaurants with outdoor eating areas.  The remainder of the study area is 
either Activity Category F or G and does not warrant noise analysis. 

Table 4.5   Hourly A-Weighted Noise Abatement Criteria (dB(A)) 

Activity 
Catego-
ry 

FHWA 
Abatement 
Criteria 

FDOT 
Abatement 
Threshold 

Evaluation 
Location 

Description of Activity Category 

A 57.0 56.0 Exterior 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary 
significance and serve an important public need; and 
where the preservation of those qualities is essential if 
the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose. 

B 67.0 66.0 Exterior Residential. 

C 67.0 66.0 Exterior 

Active sports areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, 
campgrounds, cemeteries, daycare centers, hospitals, 
libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic areas, places 
of worship, playgrounds, public meeting rooms, 
public/non-profit institutional structures, radio studios, 
recording studios, recreational areas, Section 4(f) sites, 
schools, television studios, trails, and trail crossings. 

D 52.0 51.0 Interior 

Auditoriums, daycare centers, hospitals libraries, 
medical facilities, places of worship, public meeting 
rooms, public/nonprofit institutional structures, radio 
studios, recording studios, schools, and television 
studios. 

E 72.0 71.0 Exterior 
Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other 
developed lands, properties or activities not included in 
A-D or F. 

F - - - 

Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services, 
industrial, logging, maintenance facilities, manufactur-
ing, mining, rail yards, retail facilities, shipyards, utilities 
(water resources, water treatment, electrical) and 
warehousing. 

G - - - Undeveloped lands that are not permitted. 

Source:  FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) 

The noise analysis divided the Urban Alternative into five distinct segments, each corresponding to a 
different proposed typical section.  The 133 noise sensitive sites are within proximity to the Urban 
Alternative.  To facilitate the noise analysis, 37 of these sites were selected to represent the 133 
potentially impacted sites whose general location is illustrated on Figure 4.2.  These representative 
receptors were chosen because they are comparable with other nearby sites (i.e., they are at similar 
distances from the proposed Urban Alternative and are in the same general location).  Of the 133 
noise sensitive sites, 114 are Activity Category B residential uses; twelve are Activity Category C uses, 
including six churches, two schools, a funeral home, an early learning center, a campground and the 
courthouse; and seven are Activity Category E uses, including seven hotels or motels and the Sonic 
outdoor restaurant. 

Twenty-three noise sensitive sites lie within proximity to the Rural Alternative.  To facilitate the noise 
analysis, 14 of these sites were selected to represent the 23 potentially impacted sites whose general 
location is illustrated on the following page in the Figure 4.3.  These representative receptors were 
chosen because they are comparable with other nearby sites (i.e., they are at similar distances from 
the proposed Rural Alternative and are in the same general location).  Of the fourteen analysis 
receptors, all but three are representative of Land Use Activity Category B residential uses.  Receptor 
R1 is the Southside Baptist Church and R3 represents the Archie Tanner Funeral Home, near the 
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beginning of the proposed Rural Alternative.  The exterior area of use for the church and the funeral 
home are their front reception patios.  Near the proposed intersection of S.R. 16 and the Rural 
Alternative, is receptor R6 – the Seventh Day Adventist Church.  The entrance patio of the church was 
modeled as the area of exterior use for this receptor.  The remainder of the Rural Alternative corridor 
is vacant or agricultural land uses that are not noise sensitive. 

4.4.4.2 Noise Impacts 

Comparison of the two proposed Build Alternatives with the Existing/No Build Alternative aids in the 
determination of potential impacts and whether noise abatement must be considered.  Table 4.6 
presents a comparison of predicted noise levels for the Existing/No Build Alternative and the proposed 
Urban Alternative, and Table 4.7 presents a comparison the Existing/No Build Alternative with the 
proposed Rural Alternative.   

All measured and predicted noise levels are expressed in decibels (dB) using an A-scale [dB(A)] 
weighting.  All noise levels are reported as hourly equivalent noise levels (LAeq1h).  The LAeq1h is 
defined as the steady-state sound level that, in a given hourly period, contains the same acoustic 
energy as the time-varying sound for the same hourly period. 

No Build Alternative.  Consistent with requirements of National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) 
and FHWA, this analysis considers an alternative that assesses what would happen to the environ-
ment in the future if neither of the two proposed alternatives were built.  This alternative, called the No 
Build Alternative, consists of the U.S. 301 corridor maintaining its existing four-lane typical section.  
This alternative also includes the routine maintenance improvements of the existing roads in the study 
area and the currently programmed, committed, and funded roadway projects.  While the No Build 
Alternative does not meet the project needs, it provides a baseline condition to compare and measure 
the effects of the proposed Urban Alternative. 

Summarized in Table 4.6 and Table 4.7, traffic noise levels projected for the No Build Alternative either 
approach or exceed the NAC criteria at 22 receptors, representing 72 noise sensitive sites.  As 
expected, the majority of these sites are located along U.S. 301. 

Urban Alternative.  Noise analysis of the Urban Alternative indicates that the overall increases in 
project-related noise levels remain virtually unchanged from the Existing/No Build Alternative since a 
change in noise levels of less than 5 dB(A) is not discernable to the human ear.  Despite the average 
3.7 dB(A) increase, predicted noise levels would either approach or exceed the FHWA Noise 
Abatement Criteria at all but two of the 37 receptors (see Table 4.6).  Consequently, these 35 affected 
receptors, representing 131 noise sensitive sites, were carried forward for noise abatement considera-
tion. 

Rural Alternative.  Increased noise levels are expected with the new alignment Rural Alternative.  The 
overall noise increases caused by the Rural Alternative vary throughout the proposed corridor with 
minimal increases at the southern terminus of the proposed bypass to substantial increases as the 
corridor intersects with S.R. 16 and continues northeast towards U.S. 301.  As shown in Table 4.7, 
nine receptors would experience noise levels that exceed the 66 dB(A) noise abatement criterion.  
Additionally, receptor R4 and R7a, while predicted to have noise levels below the abatement criterion 
would experience a noise level increase of 20.4 and 20.5 dB(A), respectively.  These increases are 
considered “substantial” and require abatement consideration.  Consequently, 11 receptors, represent-
ing 15 noise sensitive sites, were carried forward for abatement consideration. 
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Figure 4.2   Urban Alternative Noise Receptors 

 

Source:  Noise Study Report (NSR), FDOT, 2012. 
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Figure 4.3   Rural Alternative Noise Receptors 

Source:  Noise Study Report (NSR), FDOT, 2012.
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Table 4.6   Urban Alternative Noise Impact Summary 

Representative Noise Receptor 
Analysis Alternative 
Projected Noise 
Level (dB(A)) 

Degree of 
Noise 
Difference 
From 
Existing/ No 
Build 
(dB(A)) 

Receptor ID 
U=Urban Alt. 

Noise Sensitive Sites 
Represented 

Distance 
from 
Proposed 
Edge of 
Pavement 
(feet) 

Land Use 
Activity 
Category/ 
NAC 
Criterion 
(dB(A)) 

Existing/ 
No Build 

Urban 

Urban Typical Section 1 

U1 1 single family home 92’ B/66.0 66.1 69.9 3.8 

U2 Southside Baptist Church 198’ C/66.0 61.4 66.4 5.0 

U3 3 single family homes 41’ B/66.0 69.3 71.5 2.2 

U4 
Funeral Home + 7 single 
family homes 

99’ B & C/66.0 65.5 69.9 4.4 

U5 5 single family homes 159’ B/66.0 62.1 66.6 4.5 

U6 1 single family home 168’ B/66.0 62.5 66.3 3.8 

U7 3 single family homes 59’ B/66.0 67.2 70.0 2.8 

U8 Ebenezer Baptist Church 181’ C/66.0 62.4 66.3 3.9 

U9 KOA Campground 198’ C/66.0 61.6 64.6 3.0 

U10 1 single family home 165’ B/66.0 63.4 67.4 4.0 

Urban Typical Section 2 

U11 
Loving Care Christian 
Learning Center 

150’ C/66.0 62.4 65.8 3.4 

U12 5 single family homes 60’ B/66.0 67.7 71.0 3.3 

Urban Typical Section 3 

U13a 
Santa Fe CC Andrews 
Center 

70’ C/66.0 68.9 72.8 3.9 

U13b 
First Baptist Church – 
Jefferson 

210’ C/66.0 65.0 68.9 3.9 

U14 6 single family homes 110’ B/66.0 63.7 69.2 5.5 

U15 2 single family homes 92’ B/66.0 67.7 72.1 4.4 

U16 
St. Edwards Catholic 
Church + Hotel Dempsey 

28’ 
C/66.0 
+E/71.0 

70.7 75.0 4.3 

U17 1 single family home 70’ B/66.0 68.9 72.8 3.9 

U18 Bradford High School 127’ C/66.0 64.8 70.5 5.7 

U19 4 single family homes 220’ B/66.0 62.4 67.0 4.6 

U20 
16 Apts. – Washington 
St. 

110’ B/66.0 65.6 71.2 5.6 

Urban Typical Section 4 

U21 
Budget Inn + Red Carpet 
Inn 

91’ E/71.0 70.9 72.5 1.6 

U22 11 single family homes 230’ B/66.0 63.2 67.1 3.9 

U23 Sonic (outside eating) 58’ E/71.0 73.0 74.4 1.4 

U24 
Bradford County 
Courthouse 

54’ C/66.0 73.2 74.6 1.4 

U25 1 single family home 240’ B/66.0 63.9 67.5 3.6 

U26 Best Western 42’ E/71.0 71.8 74.7 2.9 

U27 1 single family home 165’ B/66.0 66.8 69.4 2.6 

U28 Deluxe Inn 51’ E/71.0 71.2 74.1 2.9 

U29 1 single family home 140’ B/66.0 66.3 69.2 2.9 



SECTION 4   ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 4-25 
Starke U.S. 301 Corridor Study 

Representative Noise Receptor 
Analysis Alternative 
Projected Noise 
Level (dB(A)) 

Degree of 
Noise 
Difference 
From 
Existing/ No 
Build 
(dB(A)) 

Receptor ID 
U=Urban Alt. 

Noise Sensitive Sites 
Represented 

Distance 
from 
Proposed 
Edge of 
Pavement 
(feet) 

Land Use 
Activity 
Category/ 
NAC 
Criterion 
(dB(A)) 

Existing/ 
No Build 

Urban 

Urban Typical Section 5 

U30 Starke Church of God 70’ C/66.0 76.1 73.5 -2.6 

U31 
13 Apts. + Sleepy Hollow 
Motel 

90’ 
B /66.0 + 
E/71.0 

74.8 72.2 -2.6 

U32 6 single family homes 78’ B/66.0 74.6 73.4 -1.2 

U33 5 Apts. 123’ B/66.0 71.2 69.8 -1.4 

U34 
9 single family homes + 
New Congregational 
Church 

70’ B & C/66.0 76.1 73.5 -2.6 

U35 10 single family homes 90’ B/66.0 73.6 72.5 -1.1 

U36 2 single family homes 36’ B/66.0 78.8 75.9 -2.9 

Source:  Noise Study Report, FDOT, 2012. 

Table 4.7  Rural Alternative Noise Impact Summary 

Representative Noise Receptor 
Analysis Alternative 
Projected Noise 
Level (dB(A)) 

Degree of 
Noise 
Difference 
From 
Existing/  
No Build 
(dB(A)) 

Receptor ID 
R = Rural Alt. 

Noise Sensitive Sites 
Represented 

Distance 
from 
Proposed 
Edge of 
Pavement 
(feet) 

Land Use 
Activity 
Category/ 
NAC 
Criterion 
(dB(A)) 

Existing/ 
No Build 

Rural 

R1 Southside Baptist Church 250’ C/66.0 61.4 67.0 5.6 

R2 3 single family homes 140’ B/66.0 69.3 68.3 -1.0 

R3 
Funeral Home + 2 single 
family homes 

80’ B & C/66.0 65.5 71.1 5.6 

R4 1 single family home 290’ B/66.0 45.4* 65.8 20.4 

R5 
5 units – Pine Forest 
Apartments 

1370’ B/66.0 60.6 61.0 0.4 

R6 
Seventh Day Adventist  – 
SR 16 

1570’ C/66.0 57.4 58.2 0.8 

R7 1 single family home 120’ B/66.0 42.3* 71.4 29.1 

R7a 1 single family home 370’ B/66.0 42.3* 62.8 20.5 

R8 2 single family homes 310’ B/66.0 57.8 63.9 6.1 

R9 1 single family homes 210’ B/66.0 51.0 66.2 15.2 

R10 1 single family home 250’ B/66.0 60.2 69.6 9.4 

R10a 1 single family home 150’ B/66.0 60.5 73.7 13.2 

R11 1 single family home 380’ B/66.0 62.5 66.8 4.3 

R12 1 single family home 180’ B/66.0 73.8 68.8 -5.0 

Source:  Noise Study Report, FDOT, 2012. 

*Ambient field measured noise level. 
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4.4.4.3 Noise Abatement Considerations 

Traffic noise abatement is considered when the predicted future build traffic noise level approaches or 
exceeds NAC, or if the predicted noise level is a substantial increase over the existing noise level.  
The most common type of noise abatement measure is the construction of a noise barrier.  As 
stipulated in 23 CFR Part 772, FHWA requires that, at a minimum, FDOT shall consider noise 
abatement in the form of a noise barrier.  Therefore, all impacted receptors require analysis for traffic 
noise using a noise barrier.  When analyzing noise barriers for noise abatement, the feasibility and 
reasonableness factors must be evaluated.  The feasibility of providing noise abatement is focused on 
the ability of the barrier to provide the minimum 5 dB(A) reduction at the impacted receptors.  A barrier 
must achieve the FHWA minimum 5 dB(A) reduction requirement for at least two impacted receptors.  
The more reduction that can be achieved the better the barrier, as long as the cost is not unreasona-
ble.   

Once a noise abatement measure is determined to be feasible, the reasonableness of noise abate-
ment is determined.  The reasonableness of the proposed abatement considers the cost effectiveness 
of the barrier and the ability to achieve FDOT noise reduction design goal of 7 dB(A) for one or more 
impacted receptors.  In order to be effective, a barrier must a least block the line of sight from the 
noise source to the impacted receptor.   The lower the cost, the higher the economic benefit would be 
to the impacted area.  Using current unit cost of $30 per square foot, a reasonable cost is $42,000, or 
less, per benefited receptor, including additional right-of-way and easements.  A benefited receptor is 
defined as an impacted receptor that receives at least a minimum 5 dB(A) of noise reduction from the 
barrier in question.   

Urban Alternative.  Noise abatement was considered at 35 affected receptors, representing 131 noise 
sensitive sites along the Urban Alternative.  FHWA requirements stipulate that noise barriers must 
achieve FHWA minimum 5 dB(A) reduction requirement for at least two impacted receptors.  Areas 
where only a single-impacted receptor is located inherently cannot achieve this requirement. This is 
the case at 31 of the 131 noise sensitive sites where noise abatement is not considered feasible. 

For 75 of the 131 affected noise-sensitive sites along the Urban Alternative, physical restrictions, in the 
form of driveway and cross street connections prohibit construction of barriers adequate in length to 
provide the FHWA minimum 5 dB(A) reduction requirement for at least two impacted receptors.   
Similarly, providing adequate sight distances and access to cross streets hampers effective noise 
abatement.  This situation occurs at 25 noise sensitive sites.  To avoid undesirable end effects, a good 
general rule is that the barrier should extend four times as far in each direction as the distance from 
the receiver to the barrier.  Openings in a noise barrier tend to negate the noise reduction capabilities.   

Only three noise barriers were considered feasible for construction.  Analyzed noise barriers for 
affected receptors U12, U14, and U30 meet the FHWA minimum 5 dB(A) reduction requirement for at 
least two impacted receptors, and the FDOT noise reduction design goal of 7 dB(A) at one site.  
However, the $42,000 cost per benefitted receptor guideline is exceeded at all three of these barriers.  
Therefore, they are not considered cost reasonable. 

Statement of Likelihood for Urban Alternative:  Should the Urban Alternative be selected, based on the 
noise analyses performed to date, there appears to be no apparent feasible and cost-reasonable 
solutions available to mitigate the noise impacts at any of the 35 affected Urban receptors presented in 
this report: U1-U8; U10, U12-U13, U13a, and U14-U36.  These receptors represent 131 affected noise 
sensitive sites. 

Rural Alternative.  Noise abatement was considered for 11 affected receptors, representing 15 noise 
sensitive sites along the Rural Alternative.  As described above, FHWA requirements stipulate that 
noise barriers must achieve a FHWA minimum 5 dB(A) reduction requirement for at least two 
impacted receptors.  Therefore, areas where only a single-impacted receptor is located cannot 
achieve this requirement.  This is the case at receptors R4, R9, and R12 where noise abatement is not 
considered feasible.  Five noise barriers were analyzed for the remaining eight affected sites.  Two 
sites, R10a and R11, were analyzed together with R10. 

Optimum barrier lengths, as described above, for receptors R1, R3, R8 could not be met because of 
physical restrictions in the form of driveways and cross street connections, therefore the barriers for 
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these receptors do not meet the FHWA minimum 5 dB(A) reduction requirement for at least two 
impacted receptors and are considered infeasible for construction.  Analyzed barriers, R2, R7/R7a and 
R10, while able to meet the FHWA requirement and the FDOT 7.0 noise reduction design goal, 
exceed the $42,000 cost per benefitted receptor guideline and are, therefore, considered not cost 
reasonable. 

Statement of Likelihood for Rural Alternative:  Should the Rural Alternative be selected, based on the 
noise analyses performed to date, there appears to be no feasible and cost-reasonable solutions 
available to mitigate the noise impacts at any of the following eleven Rural Alternative receptors: R1-
R4, R7, R7a, R8, R10, R10a and R11-R12. These receptors represent 15 affected noise sensitive 
sites. 

To aid local government officials in promoting compatibility between land development and the 
proposed project, potential impact noise contours were developed as part of this noise impact analysis 
and are included in the Noise Study Report.  These contours represent the approximate distance at 
which the FHWA noise abatement threshold would be approached with either of the proposed 
alternatives.  These unshielded contours do not consider the noise reduction effects of buildings, 
elevation changes, or adjacent vegetation.  FDOT is committed to working with local governments and 
developers.  As such, they would cooperate with officials from Bradford County, the City of Starke, 
developers, and property owners adjacent to the project corridors by providing them access to this 
Noise Study Report. 

4.4.4.4 Construction Noise Impacts 

Trucks, earth moving and pile driving equipment, pumps and generators, are construction noise and 
vibration sources.  Peak noise levels from this equipment are in short duration and may vary from 70 
dB(A) to 100 dB(A).  Construction of the proposed widening project would have a temporary impact on 
all the noise sensitive sites previously identified in Tables 4.6. and 4.7.  Additional land uses near the 
project alternatives that are construction noise sensitive are listed in Table 4.8. 

The contractor would adhere to the most current FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Construction, and any special provisions in the construction contract which are related to the control of 
noise and vibration impacts.  Specific noise impact problems that arise during project construction 
would be addressed by the Construction Engineer in cooperation with the appropriate project 
Environmental Specialist.  Once construction begins, FDOT predicts that construction would be 
complete within three years. 

Table 4.8   Construction Noise Sensitive Sites 

Type of Site Name and Address 

Day Care Centers 

Loving Care – 743 South Walnut Street 

New Beginnings Preschool - 642 North Walnut Street 

Bradford Preschool – 407 West Washington Street 

Noahs’ Ark Christian Child Care Center - 468 West Call Street 

Gracefully Growing Learning - 2138 North Temple Avenue  

Schools Cassels Christian Academy – 900 West Madison Street 

Churches 

Mt. Pisgah ME - Steel Mill Road 

First United Methodist Church - 200 North Walnut Street 

Church of Christ – 633 McMahon Street 

Bradford Ecumenical Ministry – 321 West Andrews Street 

Hotels Bradford Motel & Campgrounds – 1757 North Temple Avenue 

*Eye Centers/Clinics Bradford County Eye Center - 1105 South Walnut Street 

*Medical Centers & Hospitals 
Immediate Care Center - 345 West Madison Street 

Kidney Center of Starke - 444 West Madison Street 
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Type of Site Name and Address 

Children’s Medical Center - 319 W Call St # B 

Starke Family Medical Center - 345 West Madison Street 

Libraries Bradford County Library - 456 West Pratt Street 

* = Also Vibration Sensitive 

Source:  Noise Study Report (NSR), FDOT, 2012. 

4.4.5 WETLANDS 

In accordance with Executive Order 11990, special considerations were taken in developing and 
evaluating alternatives to avoid and minimize wetland impacts associated with the proposed project.  A 
WER was completed for the project in July 2010, and updated in February 2012.  The WER is 
included on the attached DVD and is also available at the FDOT District Office in Lake City, Florida. 

4.4.5.1 Wetland Avoidance and Minimization 

Wetland avoidance has been a major consideration in all phases of the U.S. 301 Corridor develop-
ment and environmental studies.   

Corridor Analysis. Prior to development of the initial corridor concepts, wetlands within the overall 
study area were identified and preliminarily mapped so that avoidance and minimization could be a 
considered during project development. The corridor analysis phase of the study defined and 
evaluated alternative corridors within the study area that would meet the criteria required for the 
highway and avoid both environmental and socio-economic impacts.  Sixteen possible corridor 
alternatives were developed and evaluated.  These alternatives are described and their impacts are 
quantified in a preliminary analysis presented in Section 2, Alternatives Including Proposed Action.  
Avoidance measures are an integral part of the development of the initial corridors.  Alignments are 
curved to avoid the largest and highest quality forested wetlands, and where wetland systems had to 
be traversed, the alignments crossed perpendicularly at the narrowest points rather than crossing 
obliquely.  This is best illustrated on the Figure 3.7, Surface Water and Wetlands. 

The Urban Alternative follows the existing U.S. 301 corridor except for the railroad overpass.  The 
majority of the City of Starke is classified as upland. The wetlands impacted consist almost entirely of 
four stream crossings and the wetland to be crossed by the railroad overpass.  Complete avoidance 
was not possible because the Urban Alternative route extends from south to north, and the wetlands 
extend primarily from east to west.  However, because this alternative follows the existing highway 
along the majority of the route, the wetlands impacted are generally small and isolated, and impacts to 
streams would increase minimally over current impacts.  Avoidance priorities within the Urban 
Alternative focused, of necessity, on cultural and historic sites, potentially contaminated sites, and 
business and community facilities.  The Call Street Historic District was an especially important 
consideration.  Traffic and safety considerations necessitated the overpass of Edward's Road and the 
CSX railroad spur north of Alligator Creek. 

The Rural Alternative follows a longer route than the Urban Alternative and passes primarily through 
undeveloped land. The wetland systems in that portion of Bradford County extend primarily east to 
west and are therefore difficult to avoid when laying out a north-south route.  The route was placed 
near the City of Starke in order to avoid the large forested wetlands contiguous with Lake Crosby and 
Lake Rowell, and the highway alignment was curved in several areas to minimize wetland impacts. 

Design Analysis.  The number of travel lanes required is determined by the projected traffic volumes, 
and the lane, median and shoulder widths are based on safe roadway design criteria.  On the Rural 
Alternative, in areas of high fill (with front slopes steeper than 1:3 within the clear zone) near the 
Alligator Creek bridge, the C.R.100/CSX RR bridge, and the S.R.100 interchange, guardrail and 
shoulder gutter have been implemented to protect the drop off hazard, narrow the construction 
footprint and reduce wetland impacts. Minimizing impacts and reducing runoff has also been 
considered on the other roadways which are proposed to be widened, constructed, and/or improved 
as part of the proposed project.  S.R.100 improvements consist of simple widening and resurfacing as 
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opposed to total reconstruction, and would provide more efficient maintenance of traffic and simplify 
construction.  In addition, the realignment of C.R.100A approaching S.R.100 was designed to avoid 
surrounding wetlands and tie in at an existing connection, Lakewood Drive. 

Bridges and Culverts. Impacts to drainage ways would be concentrated at crossings of the four major 
streams:  Prevatt Creek, Alligator Creek, Water Oak Creek, and the northern branch of Water Oak 
Creek.  The Urban Alternative proposes bridges at Prevatt Creek and Alligator Creek, with large box 
culverts at both Water Oak Creek crossings.  The Urban Alternative requires a total of eight cross 
drains.  The Rural Alternative proposes bridges at Alligator Creek and Water Oak Creek.  The Rural 
Alternative requires nine cross drains.  The bridges and culverts help ensure flood flow capacity and 
provide corridors for wildlife. 

Where the Rural Alternative proposes to cross Alligator Creek, the creek is channelized and its 
floodplain is narrowed by conversion to agricultural uses on both sides.  This reduces the width of the 
creek and potential impact size.  The proposed bridge would span 1.25 acres of the wetland system, 
reducing the wetland fill impact required to cross the system to 1.2 acres.  Guardrail, barrier wall, 
shoulder gutter, and steep slopes would decrease wetland impacts, reduce the construction footprint, 
and ensure that proposer drainage design treats all runoff generated by the project.  The Alligator 
Creek bridge was lengthened to 460 feet and its profile grade lines was raised to incorporate a 
potential equestrian trail underneath the northern end of the bridge.  On the north end the bank is 
approximately 45 feet wide, and on the south end the bank is approximately 50 feet wide.  Riprap 
would be installed along the sloped creek embankments to reduce erosion. 

Concrete bridge culverts would be installed where the roadway crosses the south and north branches 
of Water Oak Creek.  The proposed location of the bridge culvert for the south branch of Water Oak 
Creek reduces impacts to the wetland system because the creek is channelized at this location, and 
the roadway follows an existing silviculture road crossing.  Both bridge culverts consist of triple 11x5-
foot concrete bridge culverts. 

The cross drains would further minimize adverse wetland impacts in those areas.  Implementing all 
appropriate erosion and sedimentation control procedures would minimize construction impacts.  
Round culverts varying in size, including triple 30-inch pipes, a single 48-inch pipe, down to single 24 
and 18-inch pipes, would be installed where the roadway traverses wetlands that are small in size 
and/or do not have perennial surface water flow.  A medium sized box culvert (double 3x9 foot) would 
be installed for the largest wetland system. 

Pond Siting.  The runoff from the Rural Alternative would be collected in adjacent ditches and 
conveyed to storm sewer inlets, then conveyed to ponds through storm sewer systems.  The pond 
drainage basins are defined by roadway high points, ditch berm and pond berm.  A total of 36 pond 
site alternatives were studied throughout the Rural Alternative, with estimated wetland impacts ranging 
from zero to 8.6 acres.  The proposed pond locations were selected based on the existing drainage 
patterns and topography, aerial photos and topography survey, USDA-NCRS Soil Survey maps of 
Bradford County, USGS topographic maps, tax maps, FDOT right-of-way maps, site contamination 
reports, and FEMA flood insurance rate maps.  In addition, minimization of wetland impact, avoidance 
of residential and business relocations, cost and constructability, factored into the location of the 
ponds.  A total of 10 pond sites have been selected to be further analyzed during final design.  Of the 
selected ponds, only two would impact wetlands, for a total of 1.4 acres of wetland impact after 
modifications.  Final pond sites will be selected according to the FDOT Storm Water Management 
Facilities Handbook and SRWMD storm water management and treatment criteria.   

Wildlife Passage.  All round culverts, box culverts, bridge culverts, and bridges proposed for the 
roadway may serve as passages for wetland dependent wildlife.  The bridge culverts and the bridge 
over Alligator Creek would likely be most valuable as crossings for larger, higher order species such 
as mammals.  The bridge over Alligator Creek was designed to span portions of creek bank on either 
side and to have a vertical clearance of 12 feet, ensuring a line of sight under the bridge and ample 
room for the movement of both small and large animals. 

In summary, wetland avoidance occurred during the corridor analysis phase of the project by review of 
numerous corridor alternatives and selection of two alternatives.  The Urban and Rural Alternatives 
are developed considering wetlands and adjusting their placement to minimize impacts.  Further 
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design development includes footprint reduction in areas of high fill, bridge and culvert placement and 
size to minimize impact and accommodate wildlife passage, and pond siting to avoid wetlands.  
Wetland impacts, including impacts to water quality, will be further avoided by utilizing BMPs, including 
the use of silt screens, floating turbidity barriers, and others, as appropriate.  All of these avoidance 
and minimization efforts will be assessed in more detail in a Quality Enhancement Strategies 
evaluation as part of the permitting process. 

4.4.5.2 Wetland Impact Analysis 

Wetlands in the project area were identified using Geographic Information Systems (GIS) resources 
from the Florida Geographic Data Library (NWI, Hydric Soils, and 2006-2008 Land Use).  Color aerial 
photography dated 2009 was used as a backdrop for the on screen analysis.  Wetlands identified in 
the NWI data are classified according to the USFWS methodology, and wetlands identified in the 
2006-2008 Land Use data are classified according to the FLUCCS code.  Field evaluations were 
conducted in February and April 2010 to verify the accuracy and appropriateness of the desktop 
analysis.  Wetland assessment areas for the proposed Urban and Rural Alternatives are shown on 
Figures 4.4 and 4.5, respectively. 

Permanent impacts to wetlands would occur during the construction of the proposed project.  
Wetlands impacted by the proposed project have been classified according to the FLUCCS as shown 
in Table 4.9. The total potential Direct Dredge and Fill (D/F) and Direct Non-Dredge and Fill (No D/F) 
impacts to forested and non-forested wetlands within the right-of-way of the Build Alternatives are 
estimated, as shown.  The potential permanent wetland impact acreages are preliminary and subject 
to change.  The permanent impacts to wetlands may vary based on design phase information, pond 
site locations, and permitting requirements, at which time detailed wetland delineation and evaluation 
would be performed.  Further discussion regarding storm water management facilities, including 
alternative pond site locations, is included in Section 4.4.7, Water Quality.  Wetland avoidance and 
minimization strategies are used during design of storm water management facilities and therefore 
impacts are anticipated to be minimal.  Because there is more flexibility in locating storm water ponds 
in rural areas, wetland impacts resulting from ponds should be less for the Rural Alternative. 

4.4.5.3 Wetland Functional Analysis 

Potential wetland impacts were evaluated in the field and a functional analysis was completed using 
the Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM).  UMAM was adopted by the Florida legislature in 
February 2004 [373.414 (18), F.S.] to determine the amount of mitigation that is required to offset 
impacts to wetlands and other surface waters.   

UMAM provides a standardized procedure for assessing the functions provided by wetlands and other 
surface waters, and the amount (expressed as a ratio) that those functions are reduced by a proposed 
impact.  Once it is determined that mitigation is necessary, the UMAM methodology is also used to 
quantify the amount of mitigation necessary to offset the impact.  This can be expressed in units or as 
credits from a mitigation bank or regional mitigation provider. 

UMAM is applied by the utilization of an assessment matrix, which analyzes three variables for 
wetland/other surface waters (i.e., indicators of wetlands/other surface waters function) including: 

 Location and landscape 

 Water environment 

 Vegetative Community Structure 

Each variable yields an overall UMAM score for a wetland based on the level of functions to fish and 
wildlife.  Using the baseline UMAM scores coupled with scientific evidence and professional experi-
ence, UMAM scores were also derived for the post construction or “with project” wetland status of the 
project site.  To evaluate the total proposed loss of wetland form and function, the “without project” and 
“with project” UMAM scores are compared to produce an overall debit value for the project.   

An assessment value for each wetland habitat to be potentially impacted with the Build Alternatives 
was performed.  All of the assessment scores were assigned in accordance with the guidelines 
outlined in Chapter 62-345 of the Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), February 2, 2004.  Supplemen-
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tary UMAM evaluations would be completed when the project enters the design and permitting phase.  
A summary of the descriptions, potential impact acreages and average UMAM scores for each 
alternative are summarized below and in Table 4.9.  The direct functional loss (units) is a product of 
the assessment score and the direct impact wetland acreage.  The details of the UMAM are included 
in the WER. 

Table 4.9   Wetland Impact Summary 

 

 510 – Steams and Waterways. This FLUCCS category includes rivers, creeks, canals and other 
linear water bodies.  Some of these wetland areas, in whole or in part, exhibit the characteristics of 
this category.  Others are directly adjacent to and hydrologically connected to forested wetlands 
and therefore have been categorized as 510 and the appropriate forested wetland category code.   

 510 – Streams & Waterways. (Wet Ditch).  This FLUCCS category includes upland cut ditches 
that exhibit appropriate wetland vegetation and have hydrologic connectivity to other wetlands. 

 617 – Mixed Wetland Hardwoods.  This vegetative community type describes the typically larger 
systems and contains few pine elements.  The dominant species can include red maple (Acer 
rubrum), black gum (Nyssa sylvatica var. biflora), laurel oak (Quercus laurifolia), water oak (Quer-
cus nigra), and cypress (Taxodium spp.).  Typical understory species include lizard’s tail (Sarurus 
cernuus) and Virginia chain fern (Woodwardia virginica).  Mixed wetland hardwoods provide a 
number of valuable functions, such as:  providing pools for wildlife; improving water quality; con-
trolling water quantity; providing structural and species diversity to support a productive and di-
verse habitat; and supporting recreational activities. 

FLUCCS DESCRIPTION 
UMAM 
Score 

Urban Alternative Rural Alternative 

Direct 
(D/F) 
Impacts 
(Acres) 

Direct 
(D/F) 
Functional 
Loss 
(Units) 

Direct  
(D/F) 
Impacts 
(Acres) 

Direct 
(D/F) 
Functional 
Loss 
(Units) 

Direct 
(No D/F) 
Impacts 
(Ac) 

Direct (No 
D/F) 
Functional 
Loss 
(Units) 

All 510 & 
510 Wet 
Ditch 

Streams & 
Waterways 

N/A 0.79 
Not 
Assessed 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

617 
Mixed 
Hardwood 
Forest 

0.67 0.77 0.52 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

630 
Wetland 
Forested 
Mixed 

0.53 2.94 1.56 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

617 
Mixed Wetland 
Hardwoods 

0.77 N/A N/A 37.41 28.8 26.06 20.06 

621 Cypress 0.83 N/A N/A 1.38 1.15 0.96 0.79 

625 
Hydric Pine 
Flatwoods 

0.60 N/A N/A 3.27 1.96 2.20 1.32 

630 
Wetland 
Forested 
Mixed 

0.70 N/A N/A 37.07 25.95 27.53 19.27 

643 Wet Prairie 0.67 N/A N/A 1.92 1.29 1.29 0.86 

TOTAL*   4.5 2.0 81.0 59.0 58.0 42.5 

Source:  Wetland Evaluation Report (WER), 2012 

*Note:  All acreages rounded to nearest ½ acre 

D/F = Dredge and Fill;  No D/F = Non-Dredge and Fill 
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Figure 4.4   Urban Alternative Wetland Assessment Areas 

Source:  Wetland Evaluation Report (WER), FDOT, 2012. 
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Figure 4.5   Rural Alternative Wetland Assessment Areas 

Source:  Wetland Evaluation Report (WER), FDOT, 2012. 
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 621 – Cypress.  This wetland community is predominately composed of pond cypress (Taxodium 
ascendens) or bald cypress (Taxodium distichum).  Cypress wetland areas provide water storage 
functions, as wells as foraging and breeding habitat for waterfowl, wading birds, and other aquatic 
species.  

 625 – Hydric Pine Flatwoods.  This wetland community has a sparse canopy of slash pine and an 
understory dominated by club moss (Lycopodium spp.) wiregrass (Aristida stricta), St. Johns Wort 
(Hypericum spp.), saw palmetto (Serenoa repens), and giant gallberry (Ilex coriacea).  Hydric pine 
flatwoods provide habitat for wildlife and a diverse range of herbaceous species, as well as sup-
porting various recreational activities.   

 630 – Wetland Forested Mixed.  This common community type includes mixed forested wetland 
communities in which neither hardwoods nor conifers achieve a 66 percent dominance of crown 
canopy composition.  The canopies observed within project wetlands were a mix of red maple, 
pond pine (Pinus serotina), cypress, black gum, sweet gum (Liquidambar styraciflua), and slash 
pine (Pinus eliottii).  Understory species include immature canopy species, gallberry (Ilex glabra), 
fetterbush (Lyonia lucida), cinnamon fern (Osmunda cinnamomea) and Virginia chain fern.  Pro-
ject wetlands within this community comprise approximately 46% of the wetlands within the Rural 
Alternative and 65% of the wetlands with the Urban Alternative.  The function of wetland forest 
mixed wetlands is similar to the mixed wetland hardwood (617) wetlands. 

 643 – Wet Prairie.  This wetland classification is composed of non-woody and/or grassy vegetation 
and has hydric soils present.  Species found in these wetland communities include maidencane 
(Panicum hemitomon), spike rush (Eliocharis spp.) St. Johns Wort (Hypericum spp.), whitetop 
sedge (Dichromena colorata).  Wet prairie areas are valuable in providing water storage areas 
during droughts; improving water quality, and providing aesthetic and recreational activities. 

4.4.5.4 Permitting and Coordination 

The USACE and the SRWMD regulate wetlands within the project limits.  Other agencies, including 
the USFWS, USEPA, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), FWC and FDEP, would review and 
comment on all wetland permitting.  It is anticipated that the following permits would be required from 
the appropriate agencies for this project:  

 Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) – SRWMD 

 Section 404 Dredge and Fill Permit – USACE 

 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (NPDES) – USEPA and FDEP 

No comments from federal agencies, FDEP, or the SRWMD have indicated serious concerns with 
either of the proposed corridors.  Coordination throughout the project with the FWC and the USFWS, 
in regard to sensitive sites and the potential presence of endangered or threatened species in the 
project area is documented in Appendix A, along with correspondence with FNAI.  The USACE is a 
cooperating agency on the project.  

4.4.5.5 Conceptual Mitigation 

It is estimated that permanent wetland impacts could be approximately 81 acres for the Rural 
Alternative and 4.5 acres for the Urban Alternative, which, based on the UMAM evaluation, is 59 and 2 
functional units, respectively.  All wetlands within the project boundary exhibit hydrologic connectivity 
to each other or adjacent wetlands; therefore potential impacts fall under the purview of the SRWMD 
and the USACE. Based on the wetland evaluation, it has been determined that there are no practica-
ble alternatives to avoiding wetland impacts. 

FDOT is committed to the mitigation of all wetlands impacted as a result of this project.  Wetland 
mitigation may be accomplished through a combination of methods.   

A strategy for selecting potential sites to mitigate for unavoidable wetland impacts has been consid-
ered.  Initially, three potential mitigation sites have been selected from a pool of properties currently 
listed for sale in the project vicinity.  A preliminary assessment of each site included both qualitative 
and quantitative measures.  All mitigation sites would are located within the same 8-digit Hydrologic 
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Unit Code (HUC-03110206, Santa Fe River).  The potential sites and amount of wetlands on site vary 
in size.  UMAM analyses will be performed to determine an estimate of the potential Functional Gain 
Units (FGU) of each site.  The potential number of FGUs will be an important factor in selection of a 
site to mitigate the amount of functional units impacted by the proposed project.  Qualitative measures 
include the potential for enhancement and the adjacency to undevelopable land.  By using this 
strategy it would be possible to identify which site would provide the best opportunity for mitigation of 
anticipated impacts associated with the proposed project. The search for additional potential mitigation 
sites within HUC-03110206, Santa Fe River, is ongoing.  A more detailed analysis and breakdown of 
the enhancement opportunities, along with approval of the regulatory agencies would be necessary to 
confirm a wetland mitigation site based on the impacts of the recommended alternative. 

Additionally, coordination with SRWMD and USACE for pursuing a site-specific mitigation project for 
the restoration of the Alligator Creek system is on-going.  The FWC is a cooperator in the Alligator 
Creek restoration as a joint project for the restoration of Lake Rowell.  A meeting with SRWMD, 
USACE, FWC and FDOT to discuss the project and the potential for FDOT to mitigate wetland loss 
due to the proposed project occurred on August 11, 2011.  

Other strategies to supplement mitigation needs, if necessary, may include the use of the Regional 
Wetlands Mitigation Program (373.4137 F.S.) through SRWMD, of approved Regional Wetland 
Mitigation Banks, restoration, enhancement, preservation and wetland creation.  Any mitigation 
proposed would be completed in compliance with, and to the satisfaction of, all state and federal 
regulatory requirements. 

4.4.6 AQUATIC PRESERVES 

The project has no involvement with any of the State of Florida designated Aquatic Preserves. 

4.4.7 WATER QUALITY 

The Urban Alternative is designed as a controlled access arterial with an urban typical section.  The 
conceptual storm water conveyances and management system consists of curbs and gutters, pipes, 
French drains, and retention and detention ponds.  The drainage area for the Urban Alternative 
includes 12 basins and is approximately 174 acres.  Approximately, 60 percent of the proposed 
drainage area would be impervious.  The current land uses are commercial (35 percent), residential 
(20 percent), agriculture and silviculture (10 percent).  Wetlands (5 percent) and other undeveloped 
uses make up approximately 35 percent of the drainage area.  There are at least 139 potential 
contamination sites identified within or adjacent the Urban Alternative right-of-way.  These include 
sites that have or had at one time above- or underground fuel tanks, or are automobile junkyards.   

The Rural Alternative is designed as a rural controlled access facility where it is on the existing 
alignment and as a rural limited access freeway where it is on new alignment.  The conceptual storm 
water conveyances and management system consists of roadside swales, roadside dry retention cells, 
pipes, and retention and detention ponds.  The drainage area for the Rural Alternative includes 12 
basins with a total of 266 acres.  Approximately 28 percent of the proposed drainage area would be 
impervious.  The current land uses are agriculture and silviculture (40 percent), wetlands (30 percent), 
and other natural areas (20 percent).  Residential, commercial, and industrial uses make up only 10 
percent of the drainage area.  There are 34 potential contamination sites identified within or adjacent 
the Rural Alternative right-of-way.  They include fuel tanks, automobile junkyards and a wastewater 
spray irrigation field.  Silviculture and agricultural activities are also nonpoint sources of potential 
pollution. 

Storm water management facilities serve to collect, manage and treat storm water runoff from the 
roadway.  The runoff is collected and managed so that it does not flow onto adjacent property and/or 
overwhelm the capabilities of receiving water bodies and is treated to remove pollutants and particu-
lates that are washed off the road so as to preserve the water quality of receiving water bodies.  
Although the storm water management facilities would vary as described in the paragraphs above for 
each alternative, they typically include storm water retention and detention ponds.  These storm water 
ponds are located, sized and designed as part of the project design and permitting phase.  Storm 
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water treatment would be designed to insure that the discharge rate for nitrogen and phosphorus 
would be equal to or less than existing conditions. 

Storm water ponds are designed to comply with the water quality, rate, and quantity requirements of 
USEPA, SRWMD, FDEP and FDOT regulations and are selected only after alternative sites are 
evaluated based on: water quality and quantity volumes, soil and groundwater conditions, potential 
residential or business impacts, potential hazardous waste and other contaminations impacts, 
potential wetland impacts, potential endangered species impacts, potential cultural resources impacts, 
potential utility impacts, and right-of-way cost. 

Potential storm water pond sites are in the process of evaluation for the Rural Alternative because it is 
the Locally Preferred Alternative.  Potential storm water pond sites under consideration are illustrated 
on Figure 4.6.  Generally between two and five sites are considered for each basin, but only one site is 
selected.  Therefore only about one-third of these sites would actually be used.  An alternative pond 
site evaluation matrix is included as Table 4.10.  Potential storm water pond sites have not been 
identified for the Urban Alternative.  However, if the Urban Alternative is recommended, pond sites 
would be more difficult to locate because of the existing urban development, the number of sites with 
contamination potential, the number of cultural resources, and the potential for utility impacts. 

All of the receiving waters are Class III waters.  Surface water receptors include Alligator Creek, 
Prevatt Creek and Water Oak Creek, which are all located in the Santa Fe River Basin.  The Santa Fe 
River Basin is designated a Surface Water Improvement and Management (SWIM) priority by the 
SRWMD.  Under the SWIM program water quality and biological monitoring program of the basin was 
begun in 1989.  The water quality immediately downstream from the project area is currently 
considered "fair".  A completed Water Quality Impact Evaluation (WQIE) for each alternative is 
included on the attached DVD and is also available at the FDOT District Two Office in Lake City, 
Florida. 

The proposed storm water facility design would include, at a minimum, the water quantity, water 
quality and nutrient removal requirements for water quality impacts as required by USEPA NPDES 
program, the SRWMD in Rules 40B-4, and FDEP in the Statewide Storm Water Treatment Rule.  
Therefore, no further mitigation for water quality impact would be needed.  During the design and 
permitting phase of the project, close coordination would be carried out with appropriate environmental 
agencies, including: USEPA, FDEP, SRWMD, and USACE.  Prior to construction, a notice of intent 
must be filed under the state general permit to meet the NPDES requirements. 

During project construction, temporary increases in turbidity would be controlled by procedures and 
techniques outline in the State of Florida Standard Specifications, Section 104, "Prevention, Control, 
and Abatement of Erosion and Water Pollution". 

4.4.8 OUTSTANDING FLORIDA WATERS 

The project is not located in an area designated pursuant to Chapter 17-3.041, Florida Administrative 
Code, as an Outstanding Florida Water. 

4.4.9 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

Alligator Creek, Prevatt Creek and Water Oak Creek, which intersect the project area, are not listed on 
the National Park Service Nationwide Rivers Inventory.  Therefore, the coordination requirement for 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act does not apply to this project. 
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Figure 4.6  Rural Alternative Preliminary Pond Site Alternatives 

Source:  Draft Pond Siting Reports (PSR), Starke Bypass, S.R. 223, FDOT 2011. 
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Table 4.10   Alternative Pond Site Evaluation Matrix 

Pond Site 
Alternative 

Potential Impacts 

Wetland Impact Cultural Resources Protected Species Contamination Total Cost 

1a None Moderate None None $1,467,000 

1b None High None None $1,669,000 

1c None High None Yes $2,163,000 

1d None High None None $1,924,000 

2a 0.5 Acres High None None $864,000 

2b None High None None $1,868,000 

2c 1.4 Acres Moderate None None $814,000 

3a 2.6 Acres High None None $1,159,000 

3b None High None None $1,480,000 

3c 5.1 Acres High None Yes $1,194,000 

4a 8.7 Acres Low None None $1,287,000 

4b 2.9 Acres High None None $1,525,000 

4c 0.6 Acres Moderate None None $1,251,000 

4d 0.1 Acres Moderate None Yes $1,734,000 

4e None Moderate None Yes $237,000 

4f None Low None Yes $238,000 

5a None Moderate None None $1,210,000 

5b None Moderate None None $203,000 

5c None Moderate None None $720,000 

5d 1.1 Acres Moderate None None $1,037,000 

5e 7.3 Acres Low None None $1,005,000 

6a 0.1 Acres Moderate None None $1,005,000 

6b 1.0 Acres Moderate None None $931,000 

6c 2.8 Acres Moderate None None $1,179,000 

7a None Low None None $487,000 

7b None Low None None $500,000 

7c None Low None None $522,000 

8a None Low None None $1,107,000 

8b None Low None None $1,128,000 

8c None Low None None $1,047,000 

9a 0.1 Acres Low None None $1,314,000 

9b 3.8 Acres Low None None $790,000 

9c None Low None None $1,031,000 

10a 0.5 Acres Low None None $445,000 

10b 0.2 Acres Low None None $698,000 

11a None Low None None $381,000 

11b None Low None None $438,000 

11c 1.6 Acres Low None None $701,000 

12a 0.8 Acres Low None None $742,000 

12b 3.6 Acres Low None None $1,212,000 

Source:  Draft Pond Siting Reports (PSR), Starke Bypass, S.R.223, FDOT 2011. 
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4.4.10 CONTAMINATION 

The project area has been evaluated for the presence of potential contamination sites.  This evalua-
tion has been accomplished for both the Rural Alternative and the Urban Alternative through the 
preparation of a Contamination Screening Evaluation Report (CSER) for each alternative.  The 
objective of the contamination screening evaluation is to identify and evaluate the potential for soil and 
groundwater contamination that may exist within the limits of the proposed right-of-way for the 
alternatives, and to provide recommendations for further assessment, remediation, special handling or 
potential contamination liability.  Potential contamination is a concern not only because of exposure 
hazard during construction, but also because contamination assessment and remediation would 
almost always affect project schedule and cost. 

4.4.10.1 Contamination Screening 

The contamination screening evaluation process generally involves all properties within a 1,000 ft 
band of both Build Alternatives, and generally includes the following steps: 

 Property Ownership and Land Use Research – Property records and historical property infor-
mation such as property appraiser records, city directories, business directories, aerial photo-
graphs and other information are searched to determine existing and former property owners and 
existing and former land uses. 

 Regulatory Agency Records Review – All Federal and State database records are searched to 
determine the existence of known contamination or reported incidents.  This database search 
includes a search of all active and former hazardous material generators and storage facilities 
including above ground and underground tanks. 

 Interviews with Local Agency Officials and Property Owners – Interviews are conducted with local 
regulatory officials including FDEP and local building and zoning officials. 

 Field Reconnaissance – A thorough field investigation of all properties within the vicinity of each 
alternative is conducted to verify the existing status of potential sites, and to determine the exist-
ence of additional sites that are cause for concern. 

Based on the research, interview, and field reconnaissance results, all properties are placed into one 
of four risk categories as described below.  The categories are intended to define the risk of encoun-
tering contamination during construction associated with each site. 

 High – These sites show a potential for contamination problems that would require further 
assessment and possible remedial action in subsequent project phases.  This rating is normally 
assigned to sites with known contamination, and sites that are known or suspected hazardous 
material generator and/or storage locations that have not been previously evaluated or assessed. 

 Medium – These sites are known contamination sites that have been previously evaluated or 
assessed and the contamination does not need remediation, is being remediated, or requires 
continued monitoring. 

 Low – These sites contain current or former hazardous material ID numbers or are suspected of 
containing hazardous material, but there is no reason to believe there would be any involvement 
with contamination in relation to the project.  Often sites are placed in this category because the 
hazard is located a reasonable distance from the project, so therefore changes in the project 
proposal may cause the risk rating to be elevated. 

 No – These sites show nothing to indicate a contamination potential in relation to the project. 

4.4.10.2 Contamination Evaluation 

Potential contamination sites are located throughout the project area, but most are located along the 
existing U.S. 301 corridor.  The number of identified potential contamination sites varies by alternative, 
with many more sites identified in the vicinity of the Urban Alternative.  The No Build Alternative does 
not result in contamination risk because there is no project.  However, ongoing exposure to contami-
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nation on the existing corridor would be a continuing risk due to spills and migration of contaminated 
groundwater. 

The numbers of properties rated high, medium, and low contamination risk for each Build Alternative 
are shown on Table 4.11.  The Urban Alternative would have involvement with 139 sites, many of 
which are in the high and medium risk categories (see Figure 4.7).  The Rural Alternative would have 
involvement with 34 sites, most of which are in the low categories (see Figure 4.8).  A more detailed 
summary of the assessment results for each alternative follows. 

Table 4.11   Summary of Potential Contamination Sites 

Site Rating Urban Alternative (1) Rural Alternative (2) 

High 31 4 

Medium 36 8 

Low 72 22 

Total Sites 139 34 

Sources:  

(1) Level 1 Update to the Contamination Screening Evaluation Report SR 200/US 301 Starke Urban Alignment, FDOT, 2011. 

(2) Level 1 Update to the Contamination Screening Evaluation Report SR 200/US 301 Starke Rural Alignment, FDOT, 2010. 

 

Urban Alternative.  The Urban Alternative potential contamination site locations are illustrated on 
Figure 4.7.  The potential contamination sites in the vicinity of the Urban Alternative are summarized 
by risk category in Table 4.12.  There are 31 high risk and 36 medium risk sites involved with the 
Urban Alternative.  Many of the sites rank as high or medium risk because they are known or 
suspected hazardous material generator or storage locations.  Most of these sites are current or 
former fuel stations and vehicle repair facilities.  By far the most common contamination concern is 
petroleum hydrocarbons, but others include metals, solvents and pesticides.  Most of the high and 
medium risk sites are located in the older urban areas of the project where industrial and business 
activities have existed for many years.  

Rural Alternative.  The Rural Alternative contamination assessment results are summarized by 
potential risk category in Table 4.13.  Due to the rural character of most of the adjacent property this 
alternative has far fewer potential contamination sites than the Urban Alternative.  A relatively small 
number of the sites rank as high (4 sites) or medium risk (8 sites).  Most of these sites are current or 
former fuel stations and vehicle repair facilities.  Many of the other agricultural sites received a low risk 
rating because of small petroleum storage containers and minor equipment repair shops.  The Rural 
Alternative potential contamination site locations are illustrated on Figure 4.8.  Many of these sites are 
on the existing U.S. 301 corridor where the Rural Alternative (bypass) would tie in to the existing 
highway. 
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Figure 4.7   Urban Alternative Potential Contamination Sites 

 

Source:  Level 1 Update to the Contamination Screening Evaluation Rpt. SR 200/US 301 Starke Urban Alignment, FDOT, 2011 



SECTION 4   ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

4-42  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
  Starke U.S. 301 Corridor Study 

Figure 4.8  Rural Alternative Potential Contamination Sites 

 

Source: Level 1 Update to the Contamination Screening Evaluation Rpt. SR 200/US 301 Starke Rural Alignment, FDOT, 2010 
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Table 4.12   Urban Alternative Potential Contamination Summary  

ID Property Name, Address (1) Permit or ID # 
Contamination 
Concern (2) 

Status/Tanks 
(3) 

Distance 
from R/W 

Potential 
Risk 

High Contamination Risk Potential Sites 

11 
Mosley Tire Co.,  
14669 U.S. 301 

FAC ID 9201868 PHC Active/8 USTCIP Adjacent High 

13 
RE Trailers,  
4826 S.E. 142nd Way  

None PHC, metals Active/None Adjacent High 

14 
Metal Scrap Yard,  
18710 U.S. 301 

None PHC, metals Active/None Adjacent High 

28 
Lewis Timber,  
1471 S. Walnut St 

FAC ID 8837979 PHC, metals Active/2 UST Adjacent High 

30 S & S Produce, S.R. 16 FAC ID 8518932 PHC Active/1 UST Adjacent High 

41 
Florida Rock Industries,  
311 Edwards Rd. 

FAC ID 8518915 PHC Active/2 UST Adjacent High 

55 
Norman’s Country Market,  
211 S. Temple Ave. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent High 

56 
Texaco # 24,  
210 S. Temple Ave. 

FAC ID 8518941 PHC Vacant/Removed Adjacent High 

62 CVS, 209 S. Temple Ave. FAC ID 8500769 PHC Active/Removed Adjacent High 

64 Shell, 115 S. Temple Ave. FAC ID 8518946 PHC 
Active/2 UST, 4 
USTCIP 

Adjacent High 

73 
Clyde’s Tire & Brake, 
 207 N. Temple Ave. 

None Solvents, PHC Active/None Adjacent High 

74 
Drumond Financial Services, 
263 S. Temple Ave. 

FAC ID 8518916 
EPA ID FLD984199372 

PHC Active/Removed Adjacent High 

75 
Wainwright’s,  
302 N. Temple Ave. 

FAC ID 8500811 
EPA ID FLD984190967 

PHC Active/Removed Adjacent High 

76 
New Method Cleaners,  
311 N. Temple Ave. 

FAC ID 9501115 
EPA ID FLR000063131 

Solvents Active/1 AST Adjacent High 

78 
Capitol City Bank,  
350 N. Temple Ave. 

FAC ID 9601295 PHC Active/Removed Adjacent High 

80 
Douglas Battery,  
407 N. Temple Ave. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent High 

81 
Corbett’s Tire & Ser.,  
402 N. Temple Ave. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent High 

90 
Wilkes Auto Repair,  
104 W. Brownlee St. 

EPA ID FLR000109553 PHC Active/None Adjacent High 

93 
Antique Store,  
617 N. Temple Ave. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent High 

94 
Kangaroo Smokers Express,  
661 N. Temple Ave. 

FAC ID 8628580 
FAC ID 9802548 

PHC 
Active/2 UST, 2 
USTCIP 

Adjacent High 

97 
Speedway, 
705 N. Temple Ave. 

FAC ID 8500763 PHC Vacant/Removed Adjacent High 

105 
Las Vegas Games, 
1011 N. Temple Ave. 

FAC ID 8500774 PHC Active/Removed Adjacent High 

112 
Guest Accountants,  
1601 N. Temple Ave. 

FAC ID 9501720 PHC Active/Removed Adjacent High 

120 
Bradford Rentals,  
2111 N. Temple Ave. 

None PHC Vacant/None Adjacent High 

121 
Elaine’s Bargain Barn,  
2163 N. Temple Ave. 

FAC ID 8500768 
EPA ID FLR000049312 

PHC Active/Removed Adjacent High 

122 Chevron, 2158 N. Temple Ave. 
FAC ID 8518917 
EPA ID FLD984199380 

PHC Active/2 UST Adjacent High 

127 
Salvage Surplus,  
17858 U.S. 301 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent High 

130 
Smith Bros. Body Shop, Etc., U.S. 
301 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent High 

134 Auto Salvage, 18710 U.S. 301 None PHC, Metals Active/None Adjacent High 

137 Ward’s Auto Salvage, U.S. 301 None PHC, Metals Active/None Adjacent High 

139 
Young Property,  
19488 U.S. 301 

FAC ID 9602378 PHC Active/Removed Adjacent High 

Medium Contamination Risk Potential Sites 

4 
Affordable RV Repair and Body 
Shop, 13813 U.S. 301 

None PHC Active/None > 200 ft Medium 



SECTION 4   ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

4-44  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
  Starke U.S. 301 Corridor Study 

ID Property Name, Address (1) Permit or ID # 
Contamination 
Concern (2) 

Status/Tanks 
(3) 

Distance 
from R/W 

Potential 
Risk 

8 Edwards Property, U.S. 301 None PHC, pesticides Vacant/None Adjacent Medium 

9 
Long Champ Homes,  
2090 U.S. 301 

FAC ID 8736777 PHC, pesticides Vacant/1 AST > 250 ft Medium 

15 
Knuckle Draggers,  
14900 U.S. 301 

None PHC, solvents Active/None Adjacent Medium 

17 
Gator II Farm Supply,  
15067 U.S. 301 

FAC ID 9804067 None Active/3 UST Adjacent Medium 

19 
Williams Brothers Trucking,  
15084 U.S. 301 

EPA ID FLD984178285 PHC Active/2 AST Adjacent Medium 

20 
Beck Chrysler Dodge,  
15000 U.S. 301 

EPA ID FLR000127563 PHC Active/None Adjacent Medium 

22 
North Florida Music & Sound, 
Pawn, and Hair Cut Shop,  
1640 S. Walnut St. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Medium 

23 
Keystone Motor Care,  
1558 S. Walnut St. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Medium 

25 Aztec, 1534 S. Walnut St. None None Active/None Adjacent Medium 

26 
Van Zant Auto & Diesel Repair,  
205 Container Rd. 

None None Active/None > 200 ft. Medium 

27 T&M Towing, Container Rd None PHC Active/None > 200 ft. Medium 

29 
Dodd’s Auto Mall,  
1520 S. Walnut St. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Medium 

31 
Starke Automotive Transmission,  
1460 S. Walnut St. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Medium 

34 Liquor, 1250 S. Walnut St. None PHC Active/None Adjacent Medium 

47 CSX Railroad, S. Walnut St. None Arsenic, PHC Active/None Adjacent Medium 

57 
Terwilligar Motors,  
206 W. Madison St. 

FAC ID 8626897 PHC Active/Removed Adjacent Medium 

58 
Revels Fast Lube,  
204 W. Madison St. 

EPA ID FLR000131888 
EPA ID FLD982173460 
EPA ID FLR000017871 

PHC Active/1 AST Adjacent Medium 

61 Walgreens, N. 205 Temple Ave. None PHC Active/None Adjacent Medium 

66 Sears, Etc., 411 Madison St. None Solvents, PHC Active/None Adjacent Medium 

82 
Professional Offices,  
452 N. Temple Ave. 

FAC ID 9401843 PHC Active/Removed Adjacent Medium 

83 
Top Gun Batting Cages (former 
Armory),  N. Temple Ave. 

None PHC, Metals Active/None Adjacent Medium 

91 
Danielle’s Auto Salon,  
W. Brownlee St. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Medium 

92 
Starke NAPA Auto Parts,  
155 W. Brownlee St. 

EPA ID FLD982148777 PHC Active/None Adjacent Medium 

95 
Bryan Property,  
668 N. Temple Ave. 

FAC ID 9401677 PHC Active/Removed Adjacent Medium 

96 
Li’l Champ,  
708 N. Temple Ave. 

FAC ID 8500795 
EPA ID FLD984199398 

PHC Active/Removed Adjacent Medium 

104 
Bradford Co. Complex Parking,  
987 N. Temple Ave. 

FAC ID 8500789 PHC Vacant/Removed Adjacent Medium 

109 
B&B Auto,  
1320 N. Temple Ave. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Medium 

111 
Golden Dragon,  
1595 N. Temple Ave. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Medium 

114 
Country Auto Sales,  
1755 N. Temple Ave. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Medium 

118 
Bush Strawn Chevy,  
1901 N. Temple Ave. 

EPA ID FLD981750011 
EPA ID FLD982144172 

PHC Active/None Adjacent Medium 

124 
Timbuktu Lounge,  
17420 U.S. 301 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Medium 

125 
Farm Equipment,  
2313 N.W. 185th Ave. 

None PHC Vacant/None Adjacent Medium 

126 Tattoo, 3343 N.W. 178th Pl. FAC ID 9400293 PHC 
Vacant/2 
USTCIP 

Adjacent Medium 

132 
Kane Cycle Repair, 18580 U.S. 
301 

None PHC, Metals Active/None Adjacent Medium 

135 
Ken’s Paint & Body Shop,  
18865 U.S. 301 

None 
PHC, Metals, 
Paint 

Active/None Adjacent Medium 
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ID Property Name, Address (1) Permit or ID # 
Contamination 
Concern (2) 

Status/Tanks 
(3) 

Distance 
from R/W 

Potential 
Risk 

Low Contamination Risk Potential Sites 

1 Exxon, 13296 U.S. 301 FAC ID 8500757 PHC Active/1 UST > 350 ft 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

2 Murray Ford, 13447 U.S. 301 None PHC Active/None > 300 ft 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

3 
Davis Express, 5345 S.E. 131st 
St. 

FAC ID 8500766 PHC Active/3 AST > 350 ft 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

5 Torode Farm, S.W. 134th Trail FAC ID 8733358 PHC Active/1 AST > 800 ft Low 

6 
Whitaker Drilling Shop / Lay-down 
Yard, 5236-5238 S.W. 136th Way 

None 
PHC, potable 
wells, septic 
tanks 

Active/1 AST > 400 ft 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 
 

7 
Florida Dept of Management 
Services, 14281 U.S. 301 

FAC ID 8520447 
EPA ID FLR000101147 

PHC Active/1 AST > 400 ft 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

10 
Wal-Mart Super Center and Gas 
Station,  
14500 and 14550 U.S. 301 

FAC ID 9807590 
EPA ID FLR000122937 
FAC ID 9807620 

PHC 
Active/3 AST, 3 
UST 

> 200 ft Low 

12 McDougal Property, U.S. 301 FAC ID 9601136 PHC Vacant/Removed Adjacent Low 

16 
Gold Buyers of Starke, 
14970 U.S. 301 

None 
PHC, solvents, 
metals 

Active/None  Low 

18 
Jay’s Mini Mart,  
15043 U.S. 301 

FAC ID 8500810 PHC Active/Removed Adjacent Low 

21 
Sheffield Pest Control and 
Portable Buildings,  
1649 S. Walnut St. 

None Pesticides Active/None Adjacent Low 

24 
Kampgrounds of Am., 
1475 S. Walnut St. 

FAC ID 8500793 PHC Active/None > 300 ft Low 

32 
Food Lion,  
1463 S. Walnut St. 

None PHC Vacant/None > 400 ft 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

33 
Tractor Supply,  
1371 S. Walnut St. 

None PHC Active/None > 400 ft 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

35 
Bryan’s Ace Hardware,  
1101 S. Walnut St. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Low 

36 
O’Reilly Auto Parts,  
1001 S. Walnut St. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Low 

37 
Jackson Building Supply, 
937 S. Walnut St. 

None PHC, Metals Active/None Adjacent Low 

38 McDonalds, 802 S. Walnut St. None PHC Active/None Adjacent Low 

39 Citgo, 800 S. Walnut St. FAC ID 8500816 PHC Active/2 UST > 400 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

40 
One Stop Dry Cleaner, 
100 Edwards Rd. 

None Solvents Active/None > 150 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

42 
Darlene’s Detail Shop and Auto 
Sales, 516 Edwards Rd. 

None PHC Active/None > 200 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

43 
Dumont Company,  
419 Edwards Rd. 

None PHC Active/2 UST > 200 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

44 
Starke Wastewater Treatment 
Plant, 
602 Edwards Rd. 

FAC ID FL0028126 
FAC ID 9802329 
EPA ID FLR05F834 

PHC, Metals Active/1 AST > 500 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

45 
Advanced Auto Parts,  
709 S. Walnut St. 

FAC ID 8500799 PHC, Metals Active/Removed > 300 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

46 Citgo, 602 S. Walnut St. FAC ID 8500803 PHC Active/1 UST > 400 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

48 
Elliano’s Coffee Co.,  
S. Walnut St. 

FAC ID 9401335 PHC Active/Removed > 300 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

49 
Self Serve Car Wash,  
556 S. Walnut St. 

FAC ID 8500773 PHC Active/Removed > 500 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

50 
Draw-Tite,  
528 S. Walnut St. 

None PHC Active / None > 500 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

51 
Amoco-Starke (BP),  
531 S. Walnut St. 

FAC ID 8500808 PHC Vacant/Removed > 500 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

52 
Thomas Auto Parts,  
430 S. Walnut St. 

None PHC Active/None > 500 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

53 
Garfield’s Cleaners,  
411 S. Walnut St. 

FAC ID 9400387 PHC Active/Removed > 500 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

54 Auto Zone, 127 S. Walnut St. None PHC Active/None > 500 ft. Low 
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ID Property Name, Address (1) Permit or ID # 
Contamination 
Concern (2) 

Status/Tanks 
(3) 

Distance 
from R/W 

Potential 
Risk 

59 
Whiffen Property,  
207 S. Walnut St. 

FAC ID 9401775 PHC Active/Removed > 200 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

60 
Badcock Home Furn.,  
128 S. Walnut St. 

FAC ID 9102191 PHC Active/4 USTCIP > 200 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

63 
Winn Dixie #85,  
470 W. Madison St. 

EPA ID FLR000006650 PHC Active/None > 200 ft. Low 

65 
Automotive Paint Center,  
407 Temple Ave. 

None Solvents, PHC Active/None Adjacent Low 

67 
American Printing,  
435 E. Madison St. 

FAC ID 9401189 Solvents, PHC 
Active / 
Removed 

> 1,000 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

68 
Lg. Old Brick Bldg.,  
308 S. Thompson St. 

None 
Solvents, PHC, 
Metals, PCB 

Active / None > 800 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

69 
Starke City Hall,  
209 N. Thompson St. 

EPA ID FLR000004530 None Active/Removed > 800 ft. Low 

70 
Embarq Central Of., 140 N. 
Thompson St. 

None None Active/None > 800 ft. Low 

71 
Jackson W.T.,  
303 N. Cherry St. 

FAC ID 8942859 Solvents, PHC Active/1 USTCIP > 1,000 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

72 Western Auto, 312 Call St. None Solvents, PHC Active/None Adjacent Low 

77 
Starke Water Tower,  
314 Broadway St. 

None PHC Active/1 AST > 400 ft. Low 

79 
Grannies Country Cooking and 
Old Strip Mall,  
367 N. Temple Ave. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Low 

84 Krystal, 582 N. Temple Ave. None None Active/None Adjacent Low 

85 
Bradford Co H.S.,  
581 N. Temple Ave. 

FAC ID 9806726 PHC Active/Removed Adjacent Low 

86 
Bennett Power Co.,  
Palmetto St. 

None 
Metals, PHC, 
PCB 

Active/None > 600 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

87 
McCellan Recycle,  
211 E. Washington St. 

None Metals, PHC Active/None > 600 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

88 
CSX Storage Yard,  
Washington St. 

FAC ID 9100923 Metals, PHC Active/1 UST > 600 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

89 
Vacuum Systems Specialists, 
402 E. Brownlee St. 

EPA ID FLR000133611 PHC Active/None > 800 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

98 
S&M Discount Beverage, 
E. 401 Brownlee St. 

FAC ID8626903 PHC Active/1 UST > 300 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

99 
Midtown Auto,  
801 N. Thompson St. 

EPA ID FLR000088435 PHC Active/None > 600 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

100 
Bradford County Road Dept.,  
812B N. Grand St. 

FAC ID 9400802 PHC Active/2 AST > 600 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

101 
Champion Travel & Greyhound 
Bus Sta., 852 N Temple Ave. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Low 

102 
Durrance Well Drilling,  
N. Temple Ave. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Low 

103 
Bradford Co Public Safety 
Complex,  
945B N. Temple Ave. 

FAC ID 9602268 PHC Active/1 AST Adjacent Low 

106 
Noegel Auto Sales,  
1018 N. Temple Ave. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Low 

107 
Highway Mart,  
1103 N. Temple Ave. 

FAC ID 9400421 PHC Active/None Adjacent Low 

108 
Powell’s Dairy Freeze, 
N. Temple Ave. 

None None Active/None Adjacent Low 

110 
Guns & Jewelry Pawn Shop,  
1401 N. Temple Ave. 

None None Active/None Adjacent Low 

113 
Heritage Operating LP Sawyer 
Gas, 1621 N. Temple Ave. 

None None Active/4 AST > 200 ft. Low 

115 Club 25, N. Temple Ave. None None Active/None > 300 ft. Low 

116 Open Field, N. Temple Ave. None PHC, Debris Active/None > 800 ft. Low 

117 
Bradford Co. Health Dept.,  
1801 N. Temple Ave. 

None PHC Active/1 AST > 200 ft. Low 

119 
Sun State Lawn & Garden 
Equipment,  
2000 N. Temple Ave. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Low 
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ID Property Name, Address (1) Permit or ID # 
Contamination 
Concern (2) 

Status/Tanks 
(3) 

Distance 
from R/W 

Potential 
Risk 

123 
Gold Key Farm & Western Store,  
2226 N. Temple Ave. 

None PHC, Chlorine Active/1 AST Adjacent Low 

128 Sightline, 18052 U.S. 301 
FAC ID 9400421 
EPA ID FLR000133611 

PHC, Solvents, 
Metals 

Active/Removed > 300 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

129 
Ed’s Auto Repair,  
3321 N.W. 182nd St. 

None PHC Active/None > 600 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

131 
Eurasian Auto Tech,  
18529 U.S. 301 

None PHC Active/None > 200 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

133 
Textile Town,  
U.S. 301 

FAC ID 8842322 PHC Active/Removed Adjacent Low 

136 
Farm & Fruit Stand,  
U.S. 301 

None PHC Active/None > 300 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

138 
Samons Property,  
19392 U.S. 301 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Low 

Source: Level 1 Update to the Contamination Screening Evaluation Report SR 200/US 301 Starke Urban Alignment, FDOT, 2011. 

Notes: (1)  All properties are located in Starke, Bradford County, Florida 

 (2)  PHC = Petroleum Hydrocarbons, PCB = Polychlorinated Biphenyls 

 (3)  AST = Above ground storage tank; UST = underground storage tank; USTCIP = underground storage tank closed in place 

 (4)  Low (w/p) = Low with potential for medium risk if construction occurs within 200 feet of the hazard. 

 

Table 4.13  Rural Alternative Potential Contamination Summary 

ID Property Name, Address (1) Permit or ID # 
Contamination 
Concern (2) 

Status/Tanks 
(3) 

Distance 
from R/W 

Potential 
Risk 

High Contamination Risk Potential Sites 

21 
Olin’s Mobile Home Sales,  
2000 Madison St. 

FAC ID 8500802 
PHC, Metal, 
Well, Septic Tank 

Active/Removed Adjacent High 

28 
Old Gas Station #2,  
S.R. 16 & N.W. 25

th
 Ave. 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent High 

34 Ward’s Auto Salvage, U.S. 301 None PHC, Metals Active/None Adjacent High 

36 
Young Property,  
19488 U.S. 301 

FAC ID 9602378 PHC Active/Removed Adjacent High 

Medium Contamination Risk Potential Sites 

2 
Affordable RV Repair and Body 
Shop,  13813 U.S. 301 

None PHC Active/None > 200 ft Medium 

4 
Whitaker Drilling Shop / Lay-down 
Yard,  
5236-5238 SW 136

th
 Way 

None 
PHC, potable 
wells, septic 
tanks 

Active/1 AST Adjacent Medium 

7 
Edwards Property,  
U.S. 301 S 

None PHC, pesticides Vacant/None Adjacent Medium 

16 
Holtzendorf Prop.,  
5636 S.W. CR 100A 

None 
PHC, Wells, 
Septic Tanks 

Active/None Adjacent Medium 

17 
Holtzendorf Prop.,  
5538 S.W. CR 100A 

None 
PHC, Wells, 
Septic Tanks 

Active/1 AST Adjacent Medium 

18 CSX Railroad, N. of CR 100A None Arsenic, PHC Active/None Adjacent Medium 

24 
Denmark Property,  
7594 N.W. CR 229 

None 
PHC, Metals, 
herbicides 

Active/None Adjacent Medium 

31 
Ken’s Paint & Body Shop,  
18865 U.S. 301 

None 
PHC, Metals, 
Paint 

Active/None Adjacent Medium 

Low Contamination Risk Potential Sites 

1 
Davis Express,  
5345 SE 131

st
 St 

FAC ID 8500766 PHC Active/3 AST > 1,500 ft 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

3 Torode Farm, SW 134
th
 Trail FAC ID 8733358 PHC Active/1 AST > 800 ft Low 

5 
Florida Dept of Management 
Services, 14281 U.S. 301 

FAC ID 8520447 
EPA ID FLR000101147 

PHC Active/1 AST > 400 ft 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

6 
Long Champ Homes,  
2090 U.S. 301 

FAC ID 8736777 PHC, pesticides Vacant/1 AST > 250 ft Medium 
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ID Property Name, Address (1) Permit or ID # 
Contamination 
Concern (2) 

Status/Tanks 
(3) 

Distance 
from R/W 

Potential 
Risk 

9 
Wal-Mart Super Center and Gas 
Station,  
14500 and 14550 U.S. 301 

FAC ID 9807590 
FAC ID 9807620 

PHC 
Active/3 AST, 3 
UST 

> 700 ft Low 

10 
Mosley Tire Co., 
14669 U.S. 301 

FAC ID 9201868 PHC 
Active/8 
USTCIP 

> 900 ft 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

11 
McDougal Property, 
U.S. 301 

FAC ID 9601136 PHC 
Vacant / 
Removed 

> 1,000 ft Low 

12 
Cell Tower & Pallets,  
U.S. 301 

None Metals Vacant/None > 1,000 ft 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

13 
City of Starke Spray Field,  
S.W. 143

rd
 St. 

FDEP ID FL0028126 
FAC ID 94926 

PHC Active/None > 2,000 ft 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

15 
Boyette Property,  
5944 S.W. CR 100A 

None 
PHC, Wells, 
Septic Tanks 

Active/None Adjacent Low 

19 
Dewitt Property,  
Edwards Rd. 

None 
PHC, Wells, 
Septic Tanks 

Active/None Adjacent Low 

20 
Gunter Property,  
5578 S.W. 155

th
 St. 

None 
PHC, Wells, 
Septic Tanks 

Active/None Adjacent Low 

22 
Rayonier Timber – Pines,  
N. of S.R. 100 

None None Active/None Adjacent Low 

23 
Rayonier Timber – Pit,  
N. of S.R. 100 

None None Active/None > 1,000 ft Low 

25 
Dyal Property,  
5545 N.W. CR 229 

None None Active/None Adjacent Low 

26 
Old Gas Station #1,  
S.R. 16 & Market St. 

None PHC Vacant/None > 500 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

27 
Electric Transmission Lines,  
S.R. 16 

None PCB Vacant/None Adjacent Low 

29 
Avery & Shadd Property,  
N.W. S.R. 16 

None None Vacant/None Adjacent Low 

30 
Auto Salvage,  
18710 U.S. 301 

None PHC, Metals Active/None > 500 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

32 
Cluster of House & Mobile Homes, 
19048 U.S. 301 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Low 

33 
Farm & Fruit Stand, 
U.S. 301 

None PHC Active/None > 300 ft. 
Low 
(w/p)(4) 

35 
Samons Property, 
19392 U.S. 301 

None PHC Active/None Adjacent Low 

Source: Level 1 Update to the Contamination Screening Evaluation Report SR 200/US 301 Starke Rural Alignment, FDOT, 2010. 

Notes: (1)  All properties are located in Starke, Bradford County, Florida 

 (2)  PHC = Petroleum Hydrocarbons, PCB = Polychlorinated Biphenyls 

 (3)  AST = Above ground storage tank; UST = underground storage tank; USTCIP = underground storage tank closed in place 

 (4)  Low (w/p) = Low with potential for medium risk if construction occurs within 200 feet of the hazard. 

4.4.10.3 Recommendations for Potential Contamination Sites  

The proposed right-of-way for each of the Build Alternatives has been evaluated as described above 
and potentially contaminated sites have been identified.  Results of this evaluation would be utilized in 
the selection of a preferred alternative.  Selection of the Rural Alternative would minimize exposure to 
contamination risk.  When a specific alternative is selected for implementation, site assessments 
would be performed to the degree necessary to determine levels of contamination and, if necessary, 
evaluate the options and costs to remediate.  Resolution of problems associated with contamination 
would be coordinated with appropriate regulatory agencies; and prior to construction appropriate 
action would be taken, when applicable.   

Recommendations for site assessment and remediation can generally be summarized based on the 
risk category assigned to each site.  All sites in the high and medium risk categories would be further 
evaluated and resolved as described below.  Sites in the low risk category with potential for elevation 
to a higher risk rating would be reviewed and if appropriate assigned a higher risk if the proposed 
construction activities shift closer to the identified hazard. 

High Risk Sites with Known Contamination Status – Most of these sites are current or former fuel 
stations or vehicle service facilities with a history of contamination.  High risk sites with known 
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contamination can be identified in Tables 4.12 and 4.13 as those with a permit number or other ID 
number.  There are nineteen high risk sites with known contamination in the vicinity of the Urban 
Alternative and two in the vicinity of the Rural Alternative.  Further evaluation in the form of a Level 2 
Contamination Impact Assessment is recommended for these sites.  The assessment would include 
soil and groundwater sampling and other testing as appropriate to define the extent of contamination 
and the appropriate remediation actions. 

High Risk Sites with Unknown Contamination Status – Most of these sites exhibit some characteristics 
of current or previous hazardous material activity but database research does not indicate any 
contamination documents.  Because there is no existing information, these sites warrant further 
evaluation to confirm or eliminate the contamination risk.  High risk sites with unknown contamination 
can be identified in Tables 4.12 and 4.13 as those with ‘None’ in the Permit or ID Number column.  
There are twelve high risk sites with unknown contamination in the vicinity of the Urban Alternative and 
two in the area of the Rural Alternative.  Further evaluation in the form of a Level 2 Contamination 
Impact Assessment is recommended for these sites.  The assessment would include soil and 
groundwater sampling and other testing as appropriate to define the extent of contamination and the 
appropriate remediation actions. 

Medium Risk Sites – Some of these sites have a record of contamination but remediation actions have 
been completed or are underway.  Most of the sites have no apparent or reported contamination 
activity, but do exhibit some current or former activity that may have involved hazardous material.  
There are thirty-six medium risk sites in the vicinity of the Urban Alternative and eight in the vicinity of 
the Rural Alternative.  Because the sites are in or directly adjacent to the proposed right-of-way, 
further evaluation in the form of a Level 2 Contamination Impact Assessment is recommended.  In 
most cases the soil and groundwater sampling included in the recommended assessment would 
confirm that there is no contamination.  However, if contamination does exist then the assessment 
would define the extent and appropriate remediation actions. 

Any unknown contamination that is encountered during construction would be controlled by special 
provisions in the construction contract.  The special provisions would require:   that the contamination 
is handled properly, including any contaminated liquids, sludge, and solids discovered; and that 
consideration is made for any contaminated soils and ground water.  

The details of this investigation and more detailed recommendations for assessing contamination 
levels and necessary remediation prior to right-of-way purchases are addressed in two separate 
reports, Level 1 Update to the Contamination Screening Evaluation Report, SR 200/US 301 Starke 
Urban Alignment and Level 1 Update to the Contamination Screening Evaluation Report, SR 200/US 
301 Starke Rural Alignment.  These documents are included on the attached DVD and are also 
available at the FDOT District Two Office in Lake City, Florida.   

Based upon the above considerations, it is determined that there is no practical alternative to the 
proposed action and that all practical measures have been included to eliminate or minimize all 
possible impacts from contamination involvements. 

4.4.11 FLOODPLAINS 

The project alternatives were developed and evaluated in accordance with Executive Order 11988, 
"Floodplain Management", USDOT Order 5650.2, "Floodplain Management and Protection", and 
Federal-Aid Policy Guide 23 CFR 650A.  The limits of the flood prone areas have been delineated by 
the FEMA as found on FIRM Panels 120017-0150-D and 120015-0175-D for Bradford County, dated 
November 15, 1989.  No regulatory floodways are identified in the project area by these maps.  
Floodplains are shown in relation to the Urban and Rural Alternatives on Figures 4.9 and 4.10, 
respectively.  Encroachments into the 100-year floodplain areas by the project alternatives are 
summarized on Table 4.14.  Longitudinal encroachments within the 100-year flood plain areas were 
avoided in the development of project alternatives and transverse encroachments were minimized 
where possible by crossing floodplains and wetlands at their narrowest locations. 
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Table 4.14   Floodplain Encroachment Summary 

Alternative 

Potential 
Longitudinal 
Floodplain 
Encroachment 

Potential 
Longitudinal 
Floodway 
Encroachment 

Potential 
Transverse 
Floodplain 
Encroachment 

Potential 
Transverse 
Floodway 
Encroachment 

Total Potential 
Encroachments 

Urban  0 0 6 0 6 

Rural 0 0 10 0 10 

Source:  Location Hydraulics Report (LHR), FDOT, 2012. 

A Location Hydraulics Report (LHR), included on the attached DVD, was prepared in 2012 to 
document any potential significant impacts to floodplains caused by the alternatives being evaluated.  
The project’s drainage design would follow FDOT, water management district, and local (FEMA) 
design standards.  The following ten items have been addressed to document that the floodplain 
encroachments of all of the Build Alternatives would be minimal. 

 History of Flooding:  The Urban Alternative follows the existing U.S. 301 corridor through the City 
of Starke and the proposed placement would be elevated above the 100 year floodplain.  The 
Rural Alternative is a proposed new alignment that would be elevated above the 100-year flood-
plain.  No roadway flooding is anticipated with any of the Build Alternatives.  

 Longitudinal or Transverse Encroachments:  The Urban Alternative has six transverse and no 
longitudinal encroachments.  The Rural Alternative has ten traverse and no longitudinal en-
croachments.  None of these encroachments involve designated floodways.  Although both Build 
Alternatives have floodplain impacts; mitigation would be provided to offset the impacts. 

 Avoidance Alternatives:  While waterway crossings are not possible to avoid, the Build Alterna-
tives have been developed minimizing the number of wetland and floodplain encroachments by 
avoiding longitudinal encroachments and placing transverse crossings at the narrowest possible 
locations. 

 Emergency Services and Evacuation:  Both Build Alternatives improve mobility for emergency 
services and reduce congestion during emergency evacuation. 

 Base Flood Impacts:  The project would be designed consistent with local (FEMA), FDOT and 
water management design guidelines.  Therefore, no significant changes in base flood elevation 
or limits would occur.  Drainage structures conveying regulatory floodways would be sized to 
generate less than 0.005 feet of backwater during a 100-year flood event.  Drainage structures 
conveying non-regulatory floodplains would be sized to generate less than 0.1 feet of backwater 
during a 100-year flood event.  Detailed volumetric floodplain calculations would be provided for all 
floodplain encroachments where the encroachment volume exceeds 0.1% of the 100-year flood 
volume. 

 Regulatory Floodways:  No FEMA regulatory floodways are located within the project area; 
therefore there are no floodway encroachments with either Build Alternative. 

 Natural and Beneficial Floodplain Values:  Both of the Build Alternatives would include appropri-
ately sized cross drains to maintain the natural and beneficial floodplain values. 

 Floodplain Consistency and Development:  The proposed project is consistent with the local 
Comprehensive Plan.  The proposed project would not encourage floodplain development due to 
the local (FEMA) floodplain regulations and water management regulations. 

 Floodplain/FIRM Maps:  Figures 4.9 and 4.10 show the proposed alternatives in relation to flood 
hazard areas based on FIRM maps. 

 Risk Assessments:  While floodplain impacts vary by alternative, the net impacts (accounting for 
mitigation) of each alternative would be similar.  Table 4.14 documents the number and type of 
floodplain/floodway encroachments for each alternative. 
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Figure 4.9   Urban Alternative Location Hydraulics Map 

 

Source:  Location Hydraulics Report (LHR), FDOT, 2012. 
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Figure 4.10   Rural Alternative Location Hydraulics Map  

 

Source:  Location Hydraulics Report (LHR), FDOT, 2012. 
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4.4.12 COASTAL ZONE CONSISTENCY 

The Florida State Clearinghouse, coordinated a review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) under the authority of Presidential Executive Order 12372; Section 403.061(42), Florida 
Statutes; the Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C., Sections 1451-1464, as amended; and the 
NEPA, 42 U.S.C, Sections 4321-4347, as amended (Appendix A, Exhibit A.44).  Based on the 
information contained in the DEIS addressing the comments provided previously by the review 
agencies, the state has no objections to allocation of federal funds for the proposed project and 
therefore, the funding award is consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program (FCMP). 

4.4.13 COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES 

The coastal barrier resource maps were reviewed and it has been determined that the proposed 
project is not located in, or in the vicinity of, any of the designated coastal barrier resource systems.  
Therefore, the project is not subject to provisions of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act.  The proposed 
project is consistent with the local comprehensive plan and, therefore, it is consistent with Executive 
Order 81-105, which directs State executive agencies to discourage inappropriate coastal barrier 
development. 

4.4.14 WILDLIFE AND HABITAT 

4.4.14.1 Threatened and Endangered Wildlife 

This project has been evaluated for impacts on endangered and threatened species.  The Endangered 
Species Biological Assessment (ESBA) report is included on the attached DVD and available from the 
FDOT District Two Office in Lake City, Florida.  All information presented in Section 3.4.7 and 3.4.8 is 
updated as of 2011 to reflect current status of Federal and State listed species and additional field 
work completed in 2010.  A literature review was conducted to determine those possible protected 
species, which may inhabit the project area.  In addition, the USFWS was contacted for a list of 
species.  This search resulted in findings that no listed species would be affected by the proposed 
action.  This determination was made after review of the AN responses and field survey of the project 
area by a biologist.  Furthermore, the potential for impacts to the USFWS designated "Critical Habitat" 
was assessed. 

In consultation with the USFWS, FHWA has determined that the project, as proposed, is not likely to 
adversely impact any endangered or threatened species, or any proposed endangered or threatened 
species, and would not affect or modify any critical habitat.  The USFWS concurrence with this 
determination is stated in correspondence dated January 5, 2005 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.25), and 
reconfirmed in June 23, 2010 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.30).  The USFWS has recommended that, if the 
Rural Alternative is selected, wildlife crossing devices such as culverts, which would allow small 
animal passage and minimize potential road kills, be incorporated into the design of the project.  The 
project would not affect or modify any critical habitat.  Correspondence from the NMFS (Appendix A, 
Exhibit A.4) indicates that no marine or anadromous fishery resources would be adversely affected. 

The oval pigtoe mussel has low potential to occur in the streams in the project area, and the alterna-
tives are not expected to affect this species.  Potential impacts to the species would be minimized 
through the use of all necessary sedimentation control structures during bridge construction. 

The flatwoods salamander has a low probability of occurring in the pine habitat of the project area 
west of Starke along the Rural Alternative.  The probability of impact to the flatwoods salamander is 
low because of the lack of occurrence records for the area and because the habitat abutting the Rural 
Alternative Corridor is not the open isolated wetlands required for breeding sites. 

The eastern indigo snake possibly occurs in the pine flatwoods and forested wetland areas.   Both 
alternatives, however, have low potential for affecting these listed species.  To minimize impacts, the 
USFWS Standard Protection Measures for the Eastern Indigo Snake would be implemented, which 
require that a protection/education plan be developed and approved by the USFWS prior to construc-
tion.  In addition, informational signs shall be posted with a description of the species, instructions not 
to injure, harm, harass or kill this species; directions to cease clearing activities and allow the snake 
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time to move away, and telephone numbers of pertinent agencies to be contacted if a dead eastern 
indigo snake is encountered.  If the presence of an indigo snake disrupts construction activities, FDOT 
staff would be contacted and appropriate action would be taken.  No impact to this species is 
anticipated. 

The potential impacts of either alternative on the wood stork or the bald eagle are low.  Their use of 
the project area is incidental, and larger areas of more preferred habitat are available nearby, but 
outside the proposed corridors.  No wood stork nests are reported for the county, and the documented 
bald eagle nest is outside the project area.  Although the bald eagle has been delisted as a federally 
threatened species, protection would continue under the BGEPA, the MBTA, as well as state law by 
FWC. 

The red-cockaded woodpecker is known to occur in Bradford County, but its habitat requirements are 
quite limiting, and the mature pine communities that it needs do not occur in the project area.  No 
evidence of the red-cockaded woodpecker was observed in the field, and neither alternative should 
have any potential for impacting this species. 

Gopher tortoises have a low probability of occurring with the project area.  Although not federally 
listed, the species is currently a candidate species.  Gopher tortoises are currently protected under 
state law by FWC.  The FWC Gopher Tortoise Permitting Guidelines (April 2008 – Revised April 2013) 
would be utilized when the project enters the design/permitting phases(s). 

4.4.14.2 Other Wildlife and Habitat 

No impact is expected to occur to the state-listed animal species potentially occurring in the project 
area.  State-regulated plants are numerous and, in some cases, occur widely throughout Northeast 
Florida.  Under the Native Flora of Florida Act (Section 581.185-187 Florida Statutes), these plants are 
protected from exploitation on public and private lands.  Specific requirements are spelled out in 
s. 581.185(10) for highway construction: 

Notice of Highway Construction. – The Department of Transportation shall notify the Department of 
Agriculture and Consumer Services and the Endangered Plant Advisory Council created by s.581.186 
of advertised bids for highway construction at the time those bids are first advertised, describing the 
project, the location of the project, and the representative of the Department of Transportation who can 
answer questions regarding the project and the plant life immediately affected by the construction.  
The Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services shall seek and utilize the services of the 
Endangered Plant Advisory Council and of any other state agencies, clubs, associations, organiza-
tions, or individuals that may offer support and services for the preservation of the plants on the 
Regulated Plant Index that may be affected by the construction project and shall provide by rule for 
the appropriate disposal of such plants. 

The Urban Alternative would require 78 acres of undeveloped land for construction, including 
agricultural, silvicultural, wetlands and other natural areas.  The majority of the Urban Alternative 
comprises developed or urban habitat types, and impacts to wildlife and natural habitat are not major 
concerns.  The loss of habitat resulting from construction of that alternative would be minimal, because 
the highway would largely follow the existing route, and the areas affected already reflect the loss of 
quality associated with their urban location.  The Affected Environment section of this document 
includes descriptions of the habitats in the Urban Alternative.  No wildlife corridors have been identified 
in the vicinity of the Urban Alternative.   

The Rural Alternative would require approximately 239 acres of undeveloped land, including agricul-
tural, silvicultural, wetlands and other natural areas. The Rural Alternative requires a greater area of 
natural habitat because the route is longer and would be constructed on a new alignment, and the 
area currently is undeveloped or in silviculture use.  Descriptions of the common wildlife and wildlife 
habitats located in the project area are included in this document under Section 3.4.8, Other Wildlife 
and Habitat.  The major habitats comprise various forest types.  Numerous measures have been 
employed to minimize harm to wildlife populations during the Alternative Corridor Analysis and 
Preliminary Engineering phases of this project.  These included placing the final Rural Alternative to 
minimize impacts to the largest and highest quality wetland forest habitat; and where wetland systems 
had to be traversed, the alignments crossed perpendicularly at the narrowest points rather than 
crossing obliquely or at the widest spans.  The habitat types that would be crossed by the roadway are 
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common plant communities in the region.  Therefore, the loss of habitat would represent a small 
percentage of similar habitats available.  No wildlife corridors have been identified in the vicinity of the 
Rural Alternative.  In order to accommodate the movement of wetland dependent wildlife, and 
minimize fragmentation, all round culverts, box culverts, bridge culverts, and bridges proposed for the 
roadway will be sized accordingly.  The bridge culverts and the bridge over Alligator Creek would likely 
be most valuable as crossings for larger, higher order species such as mammals.  The bridge over 
Alligator Creek is designed to span portions of creek bank on either side and to have a vertical 
clearance of 12 feet, ensuring a line of sight under the bridge and ample room for the movement of 
both small and large animals. 

4.4.15 ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT 

This project is not located within, and would not affect areas identified as Essential Fish Habitat (EFH); 
therefore, an EFH consultation is not required.  This has been confirmed by the NMFS as documented 
in the ETDM Programming Screen Summary Report (Appendix A, Exhibit A.21). 

4.4.16 FARMLANDS 

Through coordination with the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), it has been deter-
mined that no farmlands, as defined by 7 CFR 658, are located in the project vicinity.  See Form AD-
1006, dated 13 February 1996, Appendix A, Exhibit A.18. 

4.4.17 SCENIC HIGHWAYS 

Florida’s Scenic Highways program is a grass-roots effort to heighten awareness of our State's 
historical and intrinsic resources - cultural, historical, archeological, recreational, natural, and scenic, 
which collectively enhance the overall traveling experience.  While the potential may exist for portions 
of U.S. 301 to be designated as a scenic highway, there has not been any Federal, State or local 
efforts that are directed toward U.S. 301 in the project area or elsewhere in Florida. 

4.4.18 CONSTRUCTION 

Construction activities for the proposed U.S. 301 project would have air, noise, water quality, traffic 
flow, and visual impacts for those residents and travelers within the immediate vicinity of both project 
Build Alternatives. 

The air quality impact would be temporary and would primarily be in the form of emissions from diesel-
powered construction equipment and dust from embankment and haul road areas, particularly where 
new alignments are being constructed on either the Rural Alternative or the Urban Alternative.  Air 
pollution associated with the creation of airborne particles would be effectively controlled in accord-
ance with FDOT Standard Specification for Road and Bridge Construction. 

Noise and vibration impact would be from the heavy equipment movement and construction activities 
such as pile driving and vibratory compaction of embankments.  Embankments and pile driving would 
occur on both the Rural and Urban Alternatives.  Noise control measures would include those 
contained in FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. 

Water quality impact resulting from erosion and sedimentation during construction would be controlled 
by the use of FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction and “Best Management 
Practices.”  Temporary erosion control features as specified in the FDOT Standard Specifications, 
Section 104, would consist of temporary grassing, sodding, mulching, sandbagging, slope drains, 
sediment basins, sediment checks, artificial coverings, and berms. 

Maintenance of traffic and sequence of construction would be planned and scheduled to minimize 
traffic delays throughout the project.  Detailed traffic maintenance plans would be prepared when a 
construction alternative has been selected.  Signs would be used as appropriate to provide notice of 
road closures and other pertinent information to the traveling public.  The local news media would be 
notified in advance of road closings and other construction related activities, which could excessively 
inconvenience the community so that commercial drivers, motorists, residents, and business persons 
can plan travel routes in advance. 
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A sign providing the name, address, and telephone number of a FDOT contact person would be 
displayed on-site to assist the public in obtaining immediate answers to questions and identifying 
concerns about construction activity.  

Access to all businesses and residences would be maintained to the extent practical through 
controlled construction scheduling.  In the U.S. 301/S.R. 200 area from C.R. 227 to C.R. 233 the 
present traffic congestion may become worse during stages of construction where narrow lanes may 
be necessary, particularly along the Urban Alternative.  Traffic delays would be controlled to the extent 
possible where many construction operations are in progress at the same time.  The contractor would 
be required to maintain two lanes of traffic in each direction of S.R. 200 at all times and to comply with 
the “Best Management Practices” of FDOT.   

For residents living along the U.S. 301 right-of-way, some of the materials stored for the project may 
be displeasing visually; however, this is a temporary condition and should pose no substantial problem 
in the short term. 

Construction of the roadway and bridges requires excavation of unsuitable material, placement of 
embankments, and use of materials, such as limerock, asphaltic concrete, and Portland cement 
concrete.  There would be numerous wetland crossings on the Rural Alternative, and some along the 
Urban Alternative.  Demucking is anticipated at most of the wetland sites and would be controlled by 
Section 120 of FDOT Standard Specifications.  Disposal would be on-site in detention areas or off-site 
in properly permitted locations.  There would be numerous demolitions of structures with the Urban 
Alternative, and some on the Rural Alternative, as well.  The removal of structures and debris would 
be in accordance with local and State regulation agencies permitting this operation. The contractor is 
responsible for methods used to control pollution on haul roads, and in borrow pits, other materials 
pits, and areas used for disposal of waste materials from the project. 

4.5 SECTION 4(F) PROPERTIES IMPACT 

The proposed project Build Alternatives would not intersect with any parks, recreation areas, or wildlife 
and waterfowl refuges.  The Palatka to Lake Butler Trail, the Florida Trail, and the Graham Conserva-
tion Area are all located south or west of the proposed project and are not within the project limits.   

The Urban Alternative would directly affect one historic structure, the Old Starke Armory, which has 
been determined by the SHPO as potentially eligible for the NRHP.  Three unrecorded historic 
structures, potentially eligible for the NRHP, may also be directly affected by the Urban Alternative.  
The ASR&G railroad, an NRHP eligible resource, would be overpassed by the Urban Alternative.  If 
the Urban Alternative is recommended, recording and review of all potentially eligible historic 
resources would then be completed and a Section 4(f) evaluation would be coordinated with FHWA in 
consultation with SHPO to address any of the eligible resources that would be impacted.  

The Rural Alternative would not affect any historic resources that have been determined by SHPO as 
potentially eligible for the NRHP.  The Rural Alternative would overpass the ASR&G railroad, an 
NRHP resource.  However, no right-of-way would be required from the railroad.  FHWA has deter-
mined that the proposed road would not affect the integrity of the ASR&G railroad, and SHPO has 
concurred.  Special considerations would be made for two historic cemeteries located along the Rural 
Alternative that have been determined not eligible for the NRHP.  Based on this analysis, it has been 
determined that no Section 4(f) properties would be affected by the Rural Alternative. 

Additional information regarding archaeological and historic resources is included in Section 4.3.1, 
Archaeological and Historical, and in the CRAS, which is included on the attached DVD.  The CRAS is 
also available at the FDOT District Two Office in Lake City, Florida.  

4.6 INDIRECT EFFECTS 

The CEQ defines indirect effects as: 

“Indirect effects … are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, 
but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects and 
other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth 
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rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems” (40 
CFR 1508.8).   

Indirect effects are caused by other actions that have an established relationship or connection to the 
proposed project and are reasonably foreseeable.  An assessment of potential indirect effects 
associated with the project has been prepared and is documented in the Indirect and Cumulative 
Effects Report (FDOT, 2013) included on the attached DVD and also available at the FDOT District 
Two Office in Lake City, Florida. 

The indirect effects associated with the Starke Corridor Project are primarily related to land develop-
ment activity that may occur outside the project right-of-way as a result of the project, and the 
difference in the pattern of this development activity for the recommended Rural Alternative compared 
to the No Build or the Urban Alternative.  The potential indirect effects to resources have been 
analyzed based on potential development forecasted through 2040 by a panel of local land use 
planners and an evaluation of the difference in the pattern of this anticipated development. 

Local planners indicated that the areas likely to be developed under the Urban and No Build Alterna-
tives would be similar.  The planners did not draw specific areas which would develop on the map, but 
stated that development would continue within the City of Starke limits and south along U.S. 301.  
However, the Urban Alternative may influence the type and density of development in downtown 
Starke.  Planners indicated that the area may develop denser commercial uses along U.S. 301 under 
the Urban Alternative Scenario.  They also stated that the Urban Alternative would likely slow the 
timing of development due to the right-of-way acquisition process required for the project.  Because 
the planners did not provide specific location information regarding any differences between the No 
Build Alternative and the Urban Alternative, the quantification of the resources in these areas has 
been assumed to be the same. 

Local planners stated that under the Rural Alternative, all of the same areas would develop as the No 
Build, but development would also occur surrounding the proposed interchanges at S.R. 16, S.R. 100 
and the northern connection with U.S. 301.  A total of 400 acres may develop under the Rural 
Alternative which would not develop under the Urban or No Build Alternatives.  These areas represent 
the potential induced development resulting from the Rural Alternative.  Federal, state and local 
regulations would further constrain development in these areas (e.g., protection of natural areas, 
waters and wetlands, and other resources).  Resources are quantified based on this conservative 
(maximum) development area, and potential indirect effects have been evaluated in the appropriate 
resource sections. 

Table 4.15 provides a summary of the resources within the forecasted development areas associated 
with the Rural Alternative Build Scenario and the No Build Scenario (which is similar to the Urban 
Alternative Build Scenario).  The nature and timing of the forecasted potential development in this area 
would be constrained by the lack of infrastructure, including water, wastewater, and adjoining 
transportation facilities.  The potential effects to resources associated with the Build and No Build 
Scenarios were evaluated to the extent practicable, and the quantifications provided in Table 4.15 
represent the total resource features within a geographically defined development area and are not 
intended to imply that all such resources would be adversely affected.  Actual impacts to some of 
these resources are likely to be reduced, as Federal and state regulations and local ordinances 
regulate development affecting these resources.  

The development forecasted under the Rural Alternative Build Scenario is approximately 400 acres 
more than that forecasted under the No Build and the Urban Alternative Build Scenarios, which 
represents an increase in growth of less than 1.0 percent of the Land Resource Study Area (RSA).  
Therefore, the induced growth and its resulting indirect effects from the Rural Alternative Build 
Scenario are not considered to be substantial in comparison to the No Build and Urban Alternative 
Build Scenarios.   

 



SECTION 4   ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

4-58  Final Environmental Impact Statement 
  Starke U.S. 301 Corridor Study 

Table 4.15   Summary of Potential Resources within the Forecasted Potential Development Areas 
Associated with the Starke Corridor Project. 

Resource or Effect 
Parameter 

Resources within the Forecasted 
Potential Development Area under 

the No Build / Urban Alternative 
Scenarios

1
 

Resources within the Forecasted 
Development Area under the Rural 

Alternative Scenario 

Land Use Conversion Approximately 2,185 acres converted 
to commercial and residential 
developed uses.  

Approximately 400 additional acres 
converted to commercial and residential 
developed uses, for a total of about 
2,585 acres.   

Communities, Neighbor-
hoods and Businesses 

Denser development in downtown 
Starke may lessen the rural 
environment and impact community 
cohesion.  
Forecasted development patterns are 
anticipated to have a beneficial effect 
on the local economy over the long-
term. 
Urban Alternative may slow 
development 

Diversion of traffic from downtown Starke 
may enhance community cohesion in the 
city.   
Forecasted development patterns are 
anticipated to have a beneficial effect on 
the local economy over the long-term. 
May speed timing of development 

Environmental Justice No disproportionately high or adverse 
impacts are anticipated. 

No disproportionately high or adverse 
impacts are anticipated. 

Geology and Soils, 
including Unique and 
Prime Farmland Soils 

No adverse impacts to geologic 
features and soils within the Land 
RSA.   
No unique or prime farmland soils 
identified within the Land RSA. 

No adverse impacts to geologic features 
and soils within the Land RSA.   
No unique or prime farmland soils 
identified within the Land RSA. 

Air Quality No change in attainment status is 
anticipated. 

No change in attainment status is 
anticipated. 

Noise No indirect noise impacts.   May lessen noise in downtown Starke. 

Waters of the US:   

Wetlands Approximately 456 acres of wetlands 
are located within the forecasted 
development area. 
Existing Federal and State 
regulations are expected to minimize 
and mitigate impacts. 

Approximately 104 additional acres of 
wetlands are located within the additional 
forecasted development area, for a total 
of about 560 acres. 
Existing Federal and State regulations 
are expected to minimize and mitigate 
impacts. 

Other Surface Waters Approximately 6.9 miles of other 
surface waters are located within the 
forecasted development area. 
Existing Federal and State 
regulations are anticipated to 
minimize impacts. 

Approximately 0.4 additional miles of 
other surface waters are located within 
the additional forecasted development 
area, for a total of about 7.3 miles. 
Existing Federal and State regulations 
are anticipated to minimize impacts. 

100-Year Floodplains Approximately 936 acres of 100-year 
floodplain are located within the 
forecasted development area.  
Based upon the stringent floodplain 
development regulations in place in 
this area, substantial indirect effects 
to floodplains are not expected. 

Approximately 235 additional acres of 
100-year floodplain are located within the 
additional forecasted development area, 
for a total of about 1,171 acres. 
Based upon the stringent floodplain 
development regulations in place in this 
area, substantial indirect effects to 
floodplains are not expected. 
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Resource or Effect 
Parameter 

Resources within the Forecasted 
Potential Development Area under 

the No Build / Urban Alternative 
Scenarios

1
 

Resources within the Forecasted 
Development Area under the Rural 

Alternative Scenario 

Water Quality Forecasted development could result 
in adverse effects to some water 
resources through degradation of 
surface water quality. Because of the 
regulatory controls in place within the 
Land RSA, substantial impacts to 
water quality are not anticipated. 

Additional development induced by the 
Rural Alternative Build Scenario could 
result in some additional adverse effects 
to water resources through degradation 
of surface water quality. These effects 
are not expected to be substantially 
different from those under the No Build 
Scenario. Because of the regulatory 
controls in place within the Land RSA, 
substantial impacts to water quality are 
not anticipated. 

Vegetation and Wildlife 
Habitat: 

  

Agricultural Land Approximately 357 acres of 
agricultural land could be converted 
to developed uses. 

No additional development of agricultural 
land 

Range Land Approximately 147 acres of range 
land could be converted to developed 
uses. 

Approximately 76 additional acres of 
range land could be converted to 
developed uses, for a total of about 223 
acres. 

Upland Forest Approximately 1,040 acres of upland 
forest could be converted to 
developed uses. 

Approximately 181 additional acres of 
upland forest could be converted to 
developed uses, for a total of about 
1,221 acres. 

Threatened, Endangered 
and Protected Species 

No adverse impacts anticipated. 
No recorded occurrences in 
forecasted development areas 

No adverse impacts anticipated. 
No recorded occurrences in forecasted 
development areas 
Additional loss of habitat. 

Cultural Resources Forecasted development area 
contains 2 resource groups (1 
potentially eligible, 1 not evaluated by 
SHPO), 31 historic structures (1 
ineligible, 30 not evaluated by 
SHPO), and 1 cemetery (not 
evaluated by SHPO). 
Potential adverse effects will be 
reduced where development is 
subject to State and/or Federal 
regulations. 

Forecasted development area contains 1 
additional recorded site which is 
potentially eligible. 
Potential adverse effects will be reduced 
where development is subject to State 
and/or Federal regulations. 

Recreational Lands Based on strong regulations 
protecting parkland and other 
recreational resources within the 
Land RSA, it is unlikely that 
development would result in adverse 
effects to recreation resources.   
No impacts are anticipated. 

No parks or conservation lands are 
located in the induced development area. 
Based on strong regulations protecting 
parkland and other recreational 
resources within the Land RSA, it is 
unlikely that development would result in 
adverse effects to recreation resources. 
No impacts are anticipated. 
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Resource or Effect 
Parameter 

Resources within the Forecasted 
Potential Development Area under 

the No Build / Urban Alternative 
Scenarios

1
 

Resources within the Forecasted 
Development Area under the Rural 

Alternative Scenario 

Potential Contamination 
Sites 

Forecasted development could 
encounter sites contaminated with 
hazardous materials.   To minimize 
the risk of discovering these sites 
through land disturbing activities, a 
Level I contamination screening 
evaluation to identify potential 
hazardous materials could be 
conducted prior to property 
acquisition and development. 

Forecasted development could 
encounter sites contaminated with 
hazardous materials.   To minimize the 
risk of discovering these sites through 
land disturbing activities, a Level I 
contamination screening evaluation to 
identify potential hazardous materials 
could be conducted prior to property 
acquisition and development. 

1 
Local planners predicted that induced development under the Urban Alternative Build Scenario would be similar to the No 

Build Scenario. The No Build Scenario is shown here as a comparison with the Rural Alternative Build Scenario.   

Source:  Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report, FDOT, 2013
 

 

4.7 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

Cumulative effects include the project direct and indirect effects, as well as effects of other actions that 
are not caused by the project, but when combined with the project, add to the overall effect, whether 
adverse or beneficial, on the environment.  It is the objective of the cumulative effects analysis to focus 
on resource issues, potential effects to these resources, and potential mitigation opportunities. 

A cumulative effects analysis has been completed for the Starke Corridor Project and is documented 
in the Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report (FDOT, 2013) included on the attached DVD and also 
available at the FDOT District Two Office in Lake City, Florida.  This cumulative effects analysis was 
conducted to comply with the CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508), FHWA Technical Advisory T 
6640.8A (FHWA, 1987), FHWA Position Paper: Secondary and Cumulative Impact Assessment in the 
Highway Project Development Process (FHWA, 1992).  It follows the approach presented in the 
Cumulative Effects Evaluation Handbook (FDOT, 2012) and Guidance on Preparing Cumulative 
Impact Analyses (Texas Department of Transportation, 2006). 

The CEQ regulations for implementing the NEPA define Cumulative Impact as follows:  

“Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment which results from the incremental 
impact of the action (project) when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes 
such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively 
significant actions taking place over a period of time.” (40 CFR 1508.7) 

Cumulative effects include both direct and indirect effects that would result from the project, as well as 
the effects from other projects (past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions) not related to 
or caused by the project.  The cumulative effects analysis considers the magnitude of the cumulative 
effect on the resource health.  Health refers to the general overall condition, stability, or vitality of the 
resource and the trend of that condition.  Therefore, the resource health and trend are key compo-
nents of the cumulative effects analysis.  Laws, regulations, policies, or other factors that may change 
or sustain the resource trend will be considered to determine if more or less stress on the resource is 
likely in the foreseeable future.  Opportunities to mitigate adverse cumulative effects on a stressed 
resource, or a resource that will continue to be stressed, will be presented.  These are not intended to 
be mitigation measures that FDOT or the project lead or cooperating agencies would, or have the 
authority to, implement.  Rather, they are intended to disclose steps or actions that could be undertak-
en by local, state and federal agencies and organizations to minimize the potential cumulative effects 
on the health of each resource. 
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4.7.1 IDENTIFY RESOURCES TO CONSIDER IN THE CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS 

Evaluation of cumulative effects should be completed for any resource found to be adversely affected 
by the project, either directly or indirectly.  Resources found to not be directly or indirectly affected by 
the project are not considered in the cumulative effects analysis.  Specific resources and environmen-
tal effects categories evaluated in the FEIS are listed in Table 4.16.  The table also summarizes each 
resource impact, presents a determination of which resources would be carried forward and evaluated 
in the cumulative effects analysis, and identifies why certain resources are eliminated from the 
cumulative effects evaluation.   

Table 4.16   Determination of Resources and Other Topics Included in the Cumulative Effects Analysis 

Resources and Other Topics Evaluated in 
Final EIS 

Included in the 
Cumulative Effects 
Analysis 

Reason Eliminated from Cumulative 
Effects Analysis 

Land Use Conversion Yes  

Communities, Neighborhoods and 
Businesses 

Yes  

Environmental Justice No 
No substantial direct or indirect impacts 
from either of the two Build Scenarios. 

Geology and Soils, including Unique and 
Prime Farmland Soils 

No 
No substantial direct or indirect impacts.  
No Unique and Prime Farmland Soils 
within the Land RSA. 

Air Quality and Climate Change No 
No substantial direct or indirect impacts 
from either of the two Build Scenarios. 

Noise No 

Traffic noise is not a resource but rather 
an impact.  The impact from traffic noise 
is localized.  This topic is also discussed 
in the Communities, Neighborhoods and 
Businesses section. 

Water Resources 

Wetlands Yes  

Other Surface 
Waters 

Yes  

100-Year 
Floodplains 

Yes  

Water Quality Yes  

Wildlife Habitat and Vegetation Yes  

Threatened, Endangered, Rare Species No 
No substantial direct or indirect impacts 
from either of the two Build Scenarios. 

Recreational and Cultural 
Resources 

Cultural  Yes  

Recreational No No substantial direct or indirect impacts. 

Hazardous Materials Sites No 
Generally the effect is beneficial as 
contamination discovered is remediated 
prior to development. 

Source:  Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report,  FDOT, 2013 

The subsections which follow provide a brief discussion of each of the five topics carried forward and 
evaluated in the cumulative effects evaluation.  The results of the cumulative effects analysis are 
presented and discussed, and appropriate mitigation opportunities are discussed. 

4.7.2 LAND RESOURCES CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

This section presents the cumulative effects analysis of the land resources.  The discussion addresses 
compliance with local plans and policies and land use conversion effects.  Comprehensive planning, 
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including existing and future land use, within the project area is described in previous sections of this 
document, more specifically Section 3.1.3, Comprehensive Planning.   

Construction of either of the two Build Scenarios would result in the direct conversion of land to 
transportation uses.  Local land use planners predicted that development would occur similarly under 
the Urban Alternative Build Scenario and the No Build Scenario, while the Rural Alternative Build 
Scenario induced-development area contains an additional 400 acres of forecasted potential 
development.  Table 4.17 presents a summary of the land within the areas forecasted for potential 
development compared to the total land in the RSA. 

Table 4.17   Summary of Land Included in the Areas Forecasted for Potential Development under Two 
Representative Build Scenarios 

Resource 
Representative 
Build Scenario 

Within No 
Build 

Scenario 
Potential 

Development 
Area 

Project 

Within 
Cumulative 

Development 
Area 

Total Land 
within Land 

RSA Direct Effects 

Within 
Potential 
Induced 

Development 
Area 

Resource:  Land Use Conversion  

Urban  
Alternative  

2,185 acres 
163 acres 

(137 parcels) 
-- 2,348 acres 54,970 acres 

Rural  
Alternative  

2,185 acres 
375 acres 

(75 parcels) 
400 acres 2,960 acres 54,970 acres 

Source:  Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report, FDOT, 2013 

Under the Urban Alternative Build Scenario, the cumulative development area includes approximately 
2,348 acres, equaling approximately 4.3 percent of the Land RSA. Because the planners indicated 
that the forecasted potential development under the Urban Alternative Build Scenario would be similar 
to the No Build Scenario, the Urban Alternative Build Scenario would contribute only the 163 acres of 
direct conversion, which accounts for approximately 0.5 percent of the Land RSA.   

Under the Rural Alternative Build Scenario, the cumulative development area includes approximately 
2,960 acres, or approximately 5.4 percent of the Land RSA.  Based on the induced-development area 
and direct conversions, the Rural Alternative Build Scenario could contribute to an additional 775 
acres of potential land conversion, which accounts for approximately 1.4 percent of the Land RSA.   

While other resources are affected, as discussed in the following sections, the predicted conversion of 
undeveloped land does not measurably affect the conversion trend within the Land RSA.  When 
compared to the total amount of land within the Land RSA, the potential conversion of approximately 
0.3 percent by the Urban Alternative Scenario and approximately 1.4 percent by the Rural Alternative 
Build Scenario is not considered to be a substantial cumulative effect. 

Mitigation opportunities for land conversion cumulative effects include the following: 

 Conversion from Lower Density to Higher Density – Land use conversion from lower to higher 
density is generally not considered a substantial adverse effect on the land resource; rather, it is 
simply a change in land use.  However, this conversion can cause adverse effects on other re-
sources in the natural and human environment.  Mitigation opportunities for potential adverse 
impacts to other resources are presented in the appropriate resource sections.   

 Conversion from Rural to Urban Land Uses – Bradford County has zoning and land development 
processes and ordinances.  This allows for the regulation of development.  The ability to regulate 
and control development can mitigate potential adverse impacts caused by growth.   

4.7.3 COMMUNITIES, NEIGHBORHOODS AND BUSINESS CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

This section presents the cumulative effects analysis of the various communities, neighborhoods and 
business impact issues.  The discussion addresses cumulative effects related to issues such as, 
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relocations, neighborhood impacts, public resources, and the regional and local economy.  These 
resources and topics within the project area are described in previous sections of this document, more 
specifically Sections 3.1.1, Population and Community Characteristics, and 3.1.2, Economic Condi-
tions. 

Specific data on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects are not available.  
Therefore, the potential cumulative effects cannot be quantified.  However, given the trend of the past 
23 years and expectations for the next 30 years, it appears that the potential cumulative effects to 
communities, neighborhoods and businesses would generally be consistent with the previous effect on 
the trend that has resulted from population growth and land development in the RSA. 

Anticipated private development and future infrastructure projects would require right of way acquisi-
tion and land to be purchased that would possibly involve relocation of residents and businesses.  The 
No Build Scenario could result in up to an estimated 2,185 acres of land development in the RSA, 
mostly within the City of Starke limits and to the south along U.S. 301.  The Urban Alternative Build 
Scenario is expected to be similar to the No Build Scenario, and the Rural Alternative Build Scenario 
could result in up to an additional 400acres of land development within the RSA, near the interchang-
es at S.R. 16 and S.R. 100.  Projects typically attempt to minimize the number of relocations, and if 
Federal funds are used in any phase of the program or project, the rules of the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, amended in 1987 apply.   

The cumulative effect of relocation and right of way acquisition for the Rural Alternative Build Scenario 
is consistent with the general growth trend in the RSA.  Required right of way acquisition and 
relocations are not expected to affect the overall quality of life in the RSA.  Many communities in the 
RSA have supported and planned for the Rural Alternative.  Public services and utilities would be 
needed for development occurring to the west. 

The Urban Alternative Build Scenario may affect the overall quality of life in the City of Starke.  The 
direct and indirect impacts combined would change the nature of downtown Starke.  Public involve-
ment and input from local planners shows opposition to the urban Alternative due to the potential 
impacts on the quality of life.   

Other future development without this project, (the No Build Scenario) would be limited by the capacity 
of U.S. 301.  Local planners indicated that once the roadway reaches its maximum capacity, develop-
ment would slow or stop.   

Economic growth is anticipated to continue under either Build Alternative either through restructuring 
downtown Starke under the Urban Alternative, or through increased development opportunities and 
reduced urban congestion under the Rural Alternative. 

Mitigation opportunities for communities, neighborhoods and business cumulative effects are primarily 
dependent on local and regional comprehensive planning as well as good public, business and 
community cooperation.  Adopted land use plans and accompanying land use controls help to 
preserve future areas and prepare for orderly and controlled development.  Land use planning, zoning, 
and local project review and approval also provide mechanisms to ensure that development and 
infrastructure projects employ avoidance and minimization approaches to right of way acquisition, 
relocations, noise, community resource, and traffic impacts that could result from predicted future 
development with or without this project.  However, land use planning alone may not ensure complete 
avoidance and minimization of future development effects on communities, neighborhoods and 
businesses.  Additionally, intergovernmental and public-private cooperative strategies and regional 
approaches could be employed.  The relative success of small communities in retaining a measure of 
identity and cohesiveness in the face of spreading suburban growth depends on a number of factors, 
including the pace of new development and the commitment of residents to retain important elements, 
such as institutional practices, public facilities, cultural events, architectural styles, and economic 
patterns, in the face of change. 

4.7.4 WATER RESOURCES CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

This section presents the potential cumulative effects analysis for water resources, including wetlands, 
other surface waters, 100-year floodplains, and water quality.  Each of these resources is described in 
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previous sections of this document, more specifically Sections 3.4.3, Surface Water, 3.4.4, Freshwater 
Wetlands, and 3.4.5 Floodplains and Regulatory Floodways.   

Cumulative effects to water resources are generally associated with land conversion, which drives the 
impact to these resources through increased urban areas and impervious surfaces.  Anticipated 
impacts to water quality could include the increase in pollutant loading into the existing receiving 
waters associated with the increased runoff from the additional impervious surfaces that transport 
pollutants generated by vehicles using the roadway and increased sedimentation transport to water 
bodies during construction in the RSA.  BMPs should be employed during construction to minimize the 
adverse effects of erosion and sedimentation on water resources.   

Table 4.18 presents a summary of the water resources mapped within the area forecasted for potential 
development under the Urban Alternative Build Scenario related to the total water resources in the 
RSA, and Table 4.19 presents a summary of the water resources mapped within the area forecasted 
for potential development under the Rural Alternative Build Scenario related to the total water 
resources in the RSA.  In both of these tables, the quantification of resources associated with the 
forecasted potential development represents the total amount of resource in the area, rather than an 
estimate of anticipated impacts.  

Table 4.18   Summary of Water Resources Included in the Areas Forecasted for Potential Develop-
ment under the Urban Alternative Build Scenario 

Resource 

Within No Build 
Scenario 
Potential 

Development 
Area 

Project 
Within 

Cumulative 
Development 

Area 

Total Water 
Resources 
Within RSA Direct Effects 

Within Potential 
Induced 

Development 
Area 

Wetlands 456 acres 4.5 acres -- 460.5 acres 12,555 acres 

Other Surface 
Waters 6.9 miles 0.79 miles -- 7.7 miles 95 miles 

100-Year 
Floodplains 936 acres 6 crossings -- 

936 acres + 
6 crossings 23,860 acres 

Source:  Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report, FDOT, 2013 

 

Table 4.19   Summary of Water Resources Included in the Areas Forecasted for Potential Develop-
ment under the Rural Alternative Build Scenario 

Resource 

Within No Build 
Scenario 
Potential 

Development 
Area 

Project 
Within 

Cumulative 
Development 

Area 

Total Water 
Resources 
Within RSA Direct Effects 

Within Potential 
Induced 

Development 
Area 

Wetlands 456 acres 81.0 acres 104 acres 641 acres 12,555 acres 

Other Surface 
Waters 6.9 miles  0.4 miles 7.3 miles 95 miles 

100-Year 
Floodplains 936 acres 10 crossings 235 acres 

936 acres + 
10 crossings 23,860 acres 

Source:  Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report, FDOT, 2013 

Under the Urban Alternative Build Scenario, the cumulative potential development area includes 
approximately 460.5 acres of wetlands, 7.7 miles of other surface waters and 936 acres of 100-year 
floodplains (plus the 6 direct crossings).  This represents approximately 3.7 percent of the total amount 
of wetlands, 8.1 percent of the total amount of other surface waters and 3.9 percent of the total 
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amount of 100-year floodplains within the RSA.   The project contribution under this scenario would be 
less than 1.0 percent.   

Under the Rural Alternative Build Scenario, the cumulative potential development area includes 
approximately 641 acres of wetlands, 7.3 miles of other surface waters, and 1,596 acres of 100-year 
floodplains (plus the 10 direct crossings).  This represents approximately 5.1 percent of the total 
amount of wetlands, 7.7 percent of the total amount of other surface waters and 6.7 percent of the 
total amount of 100-year floodplains within the RSA.   The project contribution under this scenario 
would be less than 1.0 percent.   

The quantifications are based on the total amount of the resources in the forecasted potential 
development areas.  Although it is not possible to calculate the potential cumulative effects to water 
resources, existing regulations govern effects to water resources, which would minimize potential 
effects.  It is highly unlikely that all of the water resources mapped within the forecasted development 
areas associated with the Build and No Build Scenarios would be impacted.  Regardless of Build 
Scenario considered, the proposed project contribution to the cumulative effect to water resources is 
not considered to be substantial.  Federal, State, and local regulations provide protection to the water 
resources within and beyond the RSA boundaries to minimize the cumulative effects to water 
resources.  In addition, mitigation measures for impacts to these resources are typically required within 
the regulatory framework, which governs public and private development, and are intended to offset 
degradation of water resources.  As a result, cumulative effects to water resources are not anticipated 
to be substantial.     

Cumulative effects to water quality would occur from the continued land conversion in the RSA. 
Anticipated effects to water quality could include the increase in pollutant loading into existing surface 
waters associated with increased impervious cover.  However, as previously stated, cumulative effects 
to water quality would be reduced by the regulatory controls administered by the FDEP and the 
SRWMD.  Therefore, the cumulative effect to water quality within the RSA is not considered to be 
substantial. 

Mitigation opportunities for water resources cumulative effects are available within the context of 
ongoing Federal, state and local programs. 

 The USACE administers Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and operates under “no net loss” 
policy for wetlands, requiring avoidance and minimization of impacts, and compensatory mitigation 
for unavoidable impacts.  Compensatory mitigation may include mitigation banking under specific 
criteria defined and approved by EPA and the USACE.  The Federal regulatory framework will 
continue to positively affect the health of the resource.  Impact awareness and public education 
seminars could be conducted to address avoidance and minimization of permanent impacts to 
jurisdictional waters.  This could avoid future degradation of wetland quality and functionality and 
help prevent alterations of stream sinuosity and water quality.  In addition to public awareness, 
land development policies administered by Bradford County could incorporate methods to avoid or 
minimize impacts to these resources during the planning and design processes in order to pre-
serve existing riparian vegetation, stream bank conditions, and upland wetland features. 

 FEMA administers the National Flood Insurance Program and requires communities to adopt 
adequate land use planning and management measures to qualify for flood insurance in flood 
prone areas.  In addition to these Federal requirements, local practices could include more strin-
gent standards for developers in the RSA to incorporate flood control and storm water manage-
ment into their projects to ensure that base flood elevations are not increased by alterations made 
to the landscape.  Where locations in the RSA have experienced continued inundation or historical 
high water events, local entities or the county could purchase available lands adjacent to flood-
ways and maintain the land as natural areas or parks where structural development or encroach-
ment of the floodplain could be prevented.  In addition, regulatory agencies could collaborate on 
approval of new development and limit the amount of impervious surfaces in a given area to re-
duce surface water run-off and the associated volume in drainage features.   

 The FDEP is actively pursuing both regulatory and non-regulatory strategies for preserving water 
quality in Florida. One of the current focuses in water quality protection is the Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) concept.  The Clean Water Act Section 303(d) requires each state to submit lists of 
impaired waters, i.e. those that are not able to meet the applicable water quality standards.  This 
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reporting is done on a two year cycle.  TMDLs are then established for particular nutrients within 
the impaired basin.  Once the TMDLs have been established, they are implemented through the 
regulatory permitting channels.  Projects within basins where TMDLs have been established need 
to demonstrate that the proposed project does not exceed the TMDL requirements for a particular 
nutrient in a given basin.  This analysis is undertaken on the basin level, evaluating the entire 
basin’s ability to process a particular nutrient, rather than simply verifying that each point source is 
meeting the requirement.  

4.7.5 WILDLIFE HABITAT, VEGETATION AND THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

RESOURCES CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

This section presents the potential cumulative effects analysis for wildlife habitat, vegetation and 
threatened and endangered species resources.  These resources are described in previous sections 
of this document, more specifically Sections 3.4.4, Freshwater Wetlands, 3.4.6, Uplands, 3.4.7 
Threatened and Endangered Species, and 3.4.8 Other Wildlife and Habitat.   

The direct and indirect impacts would result in the loss of vegetation cover types and wildlife habitat in 
the RSA.  The major impact to vegetation and wildlife habitat results from its conversion to residential, 
commercial, and public infrastructure development (induced growth) and encroachment/alteration 
effects (fragmentation).  Most of this land development would consist of converting existing undevel-
oped land.  There would be a decline in existing wildlife habitat and vegetation and a corresponding 
increase in habitat fragmentation effects to vegetation.  Tables 4.20 and 4.21 present a summary of 
the vegetation and wildlife habitat resources mapped within the areas forecasted for development 
related to the total vegetation and wildlife habitat resources in the RSA.  In both of these tables, the 
quantification of resources associated with the forecasted development represents the total amount of 
resource in the area, rather than an estimate of anticipated impacts.     

Table 4.20   Summary of Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat Resources Included in the Areas Forecasted 
for Potential Development under the Urban Alternative Build Scenario 

Resource 

Within No Build 
Scenario 
Potential 

Development 
Area 

Project 
Within 

Cumulative 
Development 

Area 

Total 
Vegetation 
Resources 
Within RSA 

Direct Effects 

Within Potential 
Induced 

Development 
Area 

Agriculture 357 acres 2.1 acres -- 359 acres 6,842 acres 

Range Land 147 acres 0.3 acres -- 147 acres 1,832 acres 

Upland Forest 1,040 acres 9.9 acres -- 1,050 acres 23,626 acres 

Source:  Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report, FDOT, 2013 

Table 4.21   Summary of Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat Resources Included in the Areas Forecasted 
for Potential Development under the Rural Alternative Build Scenario 

Resource 

Within No Build 
Scenario 
Potential 

Development 
Area 

Project 
Within 

Cumulative 
Development 

Area 

Total 
Vegetation 
Resources 
Within RSA 

Direct Effects 

Within Potential 
Induced 

Development 
Area 

Agriculture 357 acres 99 acres 263 acres 719 acres 6,842 acres 

Range Land 147 acres 11 acres 139 acres 297 acres 1,832 acres 

Upland Forest 1,040 acres 129 acres 624 acres 1,793 acres 23,626 acres 

Source:  Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report, FDOT, 2013 
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Under the Urban Alternative Build Scenario, the cumulative development area includes 359 acres of 
agricultural land, 147 acres of range land, and 1,050 acres of upland forest.  This represents 
approximately 5 percent of the agricultural lands, 8 percent of the range land and 4 percent of the 
upland forest habitats within the RSA.  However, the project contribution under this scenario would 
include the conversion of less than 1 percent of the agricultural lands, barren lands, range land and 
upland forest habitats.   

Under the Rural Alternative Build Scenario, the cumulative development area includes 719 acres of 
agricultural land, 297 acres of range land, and 1,793 acres of upland forest.  This represents 
approximately 11 percent of the agricultural lands, 16 percent of the range lands, and 8 percent of the 
upland forest habitats within the RSA.  However, the project contribution under this scenario would 
include the conversion of 5 percent of the agricultural lands, 8 percent of the range land, and 3 percent 
of the upland forest habitats.   

Wildlife populations rely on available habitat for their existence.  The majority of habitat is unregulated 
or unprotected.  Therefore, the conversion of vegetation and wildlife habitat as previously described 
would result in a corresponding effect to wildlife populations reliant on those habitats.  In addition to 
the loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat, indirect and cumulative effects would also result from habitat 
fragmentation associated with future development.  Habitat fragmentation reduces the quantity and 
quality of remaining habitat for wildlife.  Habitat fragmentation generally has the effect of reducing the 
populations of those species that are sensitive to “edge” effects, such as increased predation, while 
benefiting those populations that prefer “edge” habitat.  This would result in a continuance of the 
current trend in the RSA of a transition to wildlife species that are tolerant of or thrive in human-altered 
urban and suburban environments.   

Within the RSA, vegetation and wildlife habitat have been reduced from historic levels and have 
experienced some habitat fragmentation as a result of development.  While development has been 
slow, it is expected to continue under the No Build Alternative Scenario or either Build Alternative 
Scenario.  Given this current trend and the estimated cumulative effect described here, there may be 
an adverse cumulative effect to wildlife habitat and vegetation in the RSA from either the two 
representative Build Scenarios or the No Build Scenario.     

While threatened and endangered species also depend on habitat for their existence, habitat suitable 
for threatened and endangered species is regulated by the Endangered Species Act, one of the most 
restrictive environmental laws.  Given the protection afforded by the Federal and State regulations, 
potential adverse cumulative effects to threatened and endangered species are not considered to be 
substantial. 

Mitigation opportunities for vegetation and wildlife habitat resources through acquisition, protection 
and management of land will become even more important as the region continues to grow and 
available habitat becomes scarcer.  Preservation of natural resources through expansion of public or 
private parks, wildlife management areas, and preserves, or funding habitat improvement practices on 
these protected lands, could help mitigate losses of natural resources within the same region.  
Bradford County could develop ordinances that would encourage permanent preservation of open 
space, ranch and agricultural lands, woodlands and wildlife habitat, wetlands, and water bodies to 
promote interconnected green space and corridors.  Landowners of tracts that exhibit specific 
environmental attributes could be eligible for financial or other incentives in return for voluntarily 
conserving sensitive portions of their property through a conservation easement.  

Also, the timber lands within the RSA provide important habitat for wildlife. The timber companies that 
operate these lands can be encouraged to manage these lands in ways that benefit wildlife.  For 
example, portions of managed land that are not suitable for pine production, such as riparian and 
wetland areas, could be preserved in a more natural state to encourage diversity.   

4.7.6 CULTURAL RESOURCE CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

This section presents the potential cumulative effects analysis for cultural resources including 
prehistoric archeological sites, historic archeological sites, and historic buildings, structures, objects 
and non-archeological districts that are listed, eligible or potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP.  
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These resources are described in previous sections of this document, more specifically Sections 3.3.1, 
Cultural Resources Assessment and Coordination.   

Table 4.22 presents a summary of the cultural resources mapped within the areas forecasted for 
potential development related to the total cultural resources in the RSA.  The quantification of 
resources associated with the forecasted potential development represents the total amount of 
resources in the area, rather than an estimate of anticipated impacts. 

Table 4.22   Summary of Potential Cumulative Effects to Cultural Resources from the Build Scenarios 

Resource 
Representa-

tive Build 
Scenario 

Within No Build 
Scenario 
Potential 

Development 
Area 

Project 

Within Cumula-
tive Development 

Area 

Total Land within 
Land RSA Direct Effects 

Within 
Potential 
Induced 

Development 
Area 

Resource:  Cultural Resources 

Urban 
Alternative 

2 resource 
groups, 30 

historic 
structures, 
1 cemetery 

4 historic 
structures, plus 

overpass of 
ASR&G RR 

-- 

2 resource 
groups, 34 historic 

structures, 
1 cemetery 

5 resource 
groups, 563 

historic structures, 
3 cemetery 

Rural 
Alternative 

2 resource 
groups, 30 

historic 
structures, 
1 cemetery 

Overpass of 
ASR&G RR 

1 historic 
structure 

2 resource 
groups, 31 historic 

structures, 
1 cemetery 

5 resource 
groups, 563 

historic structures, 
3 cemetery 

Source:  Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report, FDOT, 2013 

Under the Urban Alternative Build Scenario, the cumulative development area includes 37 recorded 
cultural resources which are potentially eligible.  Under Rural Alternative Build Scenario, the cumula-
tive development area includes 34 recorded cultural resources which are potentially eligible.  It is likely 
that these recorded sites are only a relatively small portion of potential sites.  Whether or not any 
indirect effects would be considered substantial and adverse depends entirely on a clear understand-
ing of the reasons why the historic resources are eligible; in other words, one needs to know the 
integrity of the resource to know whether the integrity has been impaired.  It is possible that any of the 
development scenarios, including the No Build Scenario, could result in substantial adverse effects to 
cultural resources.   

Mitigation opportunities for cultural resources cumulative effects include the following: 

 Future impacts to cultural resources could be mitigated through better awareness of the im-
portance of these resources within the private sector.  Loss of resources could be minimized to 
some extent through programs that would encourage voluntary preservation by developers.    The 
Bradford County Historical Society could engage in public outreach and site salvage work.  One of 
its goals is to stimulate public interest.  Additionally, increased funding of archeological awareness 
programs could aid in future mitigation and protection for these resources through educational 
methods and increased public awareness.   

 Future impacts to historic properties could be mitigated through better awareness of the im-
portance of historic properties and regulatory restrictions and review at the local level.    In addi-
tion, State and local programs for the identification of historic resources may help offset these 
impacts if properties have already been surveyed and evaluated.   
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Engineering  
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Richard V. Baldocchi, P.E. 
Structural Engineer 

M.S. in Structural Engineering; 25 years experience 
in structural analysis and design of buildings, 
bridges and support facilities. 

  

5.5 URBANOMICS, INC. 

Kenneth H. Creveling, AICP 
Senior Economist 

BS and BA in City Planning; 39 years experience in 
real estate economics, land use planning, and 
economic and community development. 

  

5.6 ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC. 

Keith Ashley 
Archaeologist 

M.A. in Anthropology; 14 years experience in 
archaeology surveys and site assessments. 

  
Tim Davis 
Senior Scientist 

M.F. in Forestry; 16 years experience 
environmental site surveys, endangered and 
threatened species analysis, and impact analysis. 

  
Lee Gerald 
Senior Scientist 

M.S. in Coastal/Marine Biology; 14 years 
experience environmental site surveys and wetland 
impact analysis. 
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Cherie Navidi 
Project Scientist 

B.S. in Biology; 11 years experience in environmental 
audits and contamination assessments. 

  
Sarah Robinson 
President, and Senior 
Scientist 

M.S. in Wildlife Biology; 26 years experience in 
environmental site surveys, endangered and threatened 
species analysis, and impact analysis. 

  

5.7 SOUTHEASTERN ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH, INC. 

Anne Stokes 
President, and Principal 
Investigator 

Ph.D. in Anthropology; 22 years experience in Cultural 
Resource Management 

  
Elizabeth Chambless 
Principal Investigator 

M.S. in Anthropology, 6 years experience in Cultural 
Resource Management 

  
Edward Salo 
Architectural Historian 

Ph.D. in Public History; 17 years experience in Cultural 
Resource Management 

  
Geoffry Mohlman 
Architectural Historian 

M.A. in Applied Anthropology; 15 years experience in 
Cultural Resource Management. 

  

5.8 TRANSPORTATION ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING 

Robbin S. Ossi, AICP 
Sr. Transportation Planner 

M.P.A. in Public Administration; 20 years experience in 
transportation planning and noise impact analysis. 

  

5.9 AMERICAN ACQUISITION GROUP, LLC 

Gerald W. Springstead II 
Right-of-Way Cost 
Estimates 

M.A. Real Estate & Urban Analysis; B.S. Business 
Administration, Finance; 19 years of real estate 
experience, including 9 years right-of-way cost 
estimates. 

  

5.10 SHAW ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. 

Thomas Rew 
Project Scientist 

M.S. in Soil and Water Science; 6 years experience in 
environmental audits and site assessments. 

  
Greg Dever, P.E. 
Project Manager 

B.S. in Civil Engineering; 24 years experience in 
environmental audits, compliance, assessments, and 
remediation. 
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6.0 LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PERSONS TO WHOM COPIES 
OF THE STATEMENT ARE SENT 

6.1 FEDERAL AGENCIES  

 Advisory Council on Historic Preservation - Office of Federal Agency Programs 

 Colorado State University - The Libraries, Documents Librarian 

 Federal Emergency Management Agency - Mitigation Division 

 Federal Railroad Administration - Office of Economic Analysis, Director 

 Federal Transit Administrator - ETAT Representative  

 Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida 

 Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 

 Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Okalahoma 

 Poarch Band of Creek Indians of Alabama 

 Seminole Nation of Okalahoma  

 Seminole Tribe of Florida 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Regulatory Branch - ETAT Representative 

 U.S. Coast Guard - Commander (oan) - Seventh District – ETAT Representative 

 U.S. Department of Agriculture - Southern Region, U.S. Forest Service - ETAT 
Representative 

 U.S. Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources Conservation Service, State 
Conservationist 

 U.S. Department of Commerce - National Marine Fisheries Service - Southeast Regional 
Superintendent Conservation Division - ETAT Representative 

 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services – National Center for Environmental 
Health 

 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Regional Environmental Officer 

 U.S. Department of the Interior - Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, Director 

 U.S. Department of the Interior - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, ETAT Representative 

 U.S. Department of the Interior - U.S. Geological Survey, Chief 

 U.S. Department of the Interior - Bureau of Indian Affairs - Office of Trust Responsibilities 

 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - ETAT Representative 

 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Region IV, Regional Administrator 

 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C. 
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6.2 STATE AGENCIES 

 Florida Department of Environmental Protection - ETAT  Representative 

 Florida Department of Economic Opportunity (FDEO) - ETAT  Representative 

 Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission - ETAT  Representative 

 Florida Department of Health 

 Florida Department of State - Division of Historical Resources - ETAT  Representative 

 Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 

6.3 REGIONAL/LOCAL AGENCIES 

 North Central Florida Regional Planning Council 

 Suwannee River Water Management District - ETAT  Representative 

 Bradford County Board of County Commissioners, Chairperson 

 City of Starke, Mayor 

 North Florida Regional Chamber of Commerce 
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7.0 COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 

A Public Involvement Program (PIP) has been developed and is being carried out as an integral part of 
this project.   The purpose of this program is to establish and maintain communication with the public 
at- large and individuals and agencies concerned with the project and its potential impacts.  To ensure 
open communication with agencies, FDOT provided early in the development process an AN package 
to State and Federal agencies and other interested parties defining the project and, in cursory terms, 
describing anticipated issues and impacts.  In addition, in order to expedite the project development 
processes, eliminate unnecessary work, and provide a substantial issue identification / problem 
solving effort, FDOT carried out the scoping process as required by the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) Guidelines.  FDOT used the programming screen of the ETDM screening process to 
obtain additional and current agency and public comment.  The ETDM meets the streamlining goals of 
Section 6002 of Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:  A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU).  Finally, in an effort to resolve all issues identified, FDOT conducted an extensive 
interagency coordination and consultation effort, and provided opportunities for public participation.  
This section of the document details the FDOT program to fully identify, address, and resolve all 
project-related issues identified through the Public Involvement Program, including the Public Hearing.  
This section also includes an explanation of how the project responds to the issues. 

7.1 ADVANCE NOTIFICATION PROCESS 

FDOT initiated early project coordination on February 4, 1993, by distribution of an AN Package to the 
State Clearinghouse.  Due to the length of time that had passed since the first AN, a second AN was 
distributed by FDOT on September 12, 2001, prior to continuing with the project development process, 
updating the impact evaluation and public involvement activities.  A third AN was issued in 2009 
through the ETDM process (see Appendix A, Exhibit A.22) with no additional comments were received 
from the review agencies.  Summarized below are the pertinent comments from the agencies that 
responded to the AN’s.  Appendix A contains the correspondence from the state clearinghouse with 
comments received from agencies attached. 

Florida Department of Natural Resources (currently Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection – Correspondence of February 8, 1993 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.1) 

Comment:  "It does not appear that the above referenced project will involve state-owned land water 
ward of the mean/ordinary high water line.  However, when a State of Florida Joint Application for 
Permit for this project is submitted, the Department of Natural Resources will notify you regarding the 
type of consent required for this project if it involves state-owned land." 

Response:  FDOT will coordinate with FDEP during the permitting processes. 

Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources – Correspondence of February 
17, 1993 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.2) 

Comment:  "...conditioned upon the FDOT undertaking a cultural resource survey, and appropriately 
avoiding, minimizing or mitigating project impacts to any identified significant archaeological or historic 
sites, the proposed project will have no effect on historic properties listed, or eligible for listing in the 
National Register, or otherwise of historical or architectural value.  If these conditions are met the 
project will also be consistent with the historic preservation aspects of the Florida Coastal 
Management Program."  
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Response:  FDOT completed a cultural resources survey and summarized the findings within this 
study.  Previously known National Register properties are avoided in the development and selection of 
proposed alternatives.  A survey of properties in the vicinity of the proposed Urban and Rural 
Alternatives identified additional eligible properties within the limits of the proposed alternatives, which 
are unavoidable. 

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation (currently the FDEP) – Correspondence of 
February 18, 1993 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.3) 

Comment:  "Based solely on the information submitted, it appears this will require a Wetland Resource 
Management (Dredge/Fill) permit.  All efforts should be made to minimize work in wetland areas.  
Sufficient lead time should be allowed to acquire all necessary permits for this project." 

Response:  All project alternatives avoid wetland impacts to the greatest extent possible.  Avoidance is 
most difficult in locations where homes and businesses are also an issue.  Extra efforts to minimize 
impacts to wetlands are incorporated into project alternatives, for example, by crossing wetlands at 
their narrowest locations. Additional minimization is possible by utilizing structures at defined channel 
locations to further minimize the area of impact.  Environmental resource permits will be necessary for 
both alternatives.  The Rural Alternative has the greatest number of wetland impacts and will require a 
more extensive mitigation plan.  Mitigation to offset the adverse effects of the project will be funded by 
FDOT and carried out by FDEP and SRWMD. 

United States Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service – Correspondence 
of February 23, 1993 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.4) 

Comment:  "Based on the information available at this time, we do not expect the work to adversely 
affect marine or anadromous fishery resources for which the NMFS has stewardship responsibility." 

Response:  The project is not in a coastal area and streams are not tidal.  All stream crossings will 
have either bridges or culverts of appropriate size to accommodate flood levels.  The project will not 
impact stream flows. 

North Central Florida Regional Planning Council – Correspondence of March 3, 1993 (Appendix 
A, Exhibit A.5) 

Comment:  "The goals of the above-referenced advance notification are in accordance with the goals 
and policies of the North Central Florida Comprehensive Regional Policy Plan." 

Response:  The project is also consistent with the goals and policies of the Local Comprehensive 
Plans for the City of Starke and for Bradford County. 

State of Florida, Office of the Governor – Correspondence of March 25, 1993 (Appendix A, 
Exhibit A.6) 

Comment:  "Based on comments from our reviewing agencies, funding for the proposed action is 
consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program advanced notification stage.  Subsequent 
environmental documents will be reviewed to determine continued consistency with the FCMP as 
provided for in 15 CFR 930.95.  These documents should provide thorough information regarding the 
location and extent of wetlands dredging and filling, borrow sources, dredging and filling associated 
with bridge construction and stormwater management.  Continued concurrence with this project will be 
based, in part, on adequate resolution of issues identified during earlier reviews." 

Response:  All issues identified by review agencies are addressed as indicated by the responses 
provided in this Section 7, and in subsequent sections of this study.  Specific studies regarding such 
issues as cultural resources, wetlands, and endangered species have been completed and 
summarized in this document.  These separate documents, which are included on the attached DVD 
and are available at the FDOT District Two Office in Lake City.  As illustrated below, continued 
coordination with review agencies has been part of the study process in order to resolve any questions 
or issues, which were identified early in the study process or during the study process. 
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State of Florida, Department of Community Affairs (now known as Department of Economic 
Opportunity) – Correspondence of January 16, 2002 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.19) 

Comment:  “The Florida Department of Environmental Protection notes that the project is located in 
the 100-year floodplain of Alligator Creek.  The applicant is advised that an NPDES permit issued by 
the DEP will be required prior to the start of construction.” 

Response:  FDOT has acknowledged that an NPDES permit will be obtained prior to construction. 

Comment:  “The Suwannee River Water Management District indicates that the project will also 
require a SRWMD permit.” 

Response:  FDOT has acknowledged that an SRWMD environmental resources permit will be 
required for the project. 

Comment:  “Based on the information contained in the advance notification and the comments 
provided by our reviewing agencies, the state has determined that the allocation of federal funds for 
the above referenced project is consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program.” 

Response:  Continued coordination with review agencies has been part of the study process in order 
to resolve any questions or issues, identified early in the study process or during the study process. 

Comment:  The National Marine Fisheries Service anticipates that any adverse effects that might 
occur on marine and anadromous fishery resources would be minimal. 

Response:  All stream crossings will have either bridges or culverts of appropriate size to 
accommodate flood levels.  The project will not impact stream flows. 

Florida State Clearinghouse, Florida Department of Environmental Protection – 
Correspondence of June 11, 2009 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.23) 

Comment:  The State Clearinghouse reviewed this project in 2001 and issued a state clearance letter 
on January 16, 2002, there is no need to review this project again for consistency under CZMA. 

Response:  The letter, dated January 16, 2002, is included in Appendix A, as Exhibit A.19. 

7.2 SCOPING PROCESS 

A formal scoping meeting was held in accordance with CEQ Regulation (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) for 
which the FHWA published a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register on September 9, 1994, following 
approval of the Environmental Determination.  

Twenty-eight agencies were mailed notices of the meeting, which included an information package.  
Information packages contained a project description, a summary of the project need, a map of the 
alternate corridors, and an alternative corridor evaluation matrix.  The meeting was held during 
working hours at the FDOT Jacksonville Urban Office, on October 26, 1994.  The FHWA, the Division 
of Historic Resources, and two utility companies attended the scoping meeting. 

The scoping meeting agenda included an informal review and discussion of display materials; a slide 
show presentation regarding the project need, scope, and alternatives under consideration; and a 
discussion period.  Nine project alternatives were displayed on large-scale aerial photos; and a 
handout included a summary evaluation of all alternatives.  Issues were identified and recorded in the 
minutes of the meeting.  Appendix A includes all correspondence received during the scoping process.  
These comments are summarized below. 

Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission (FGFWFC) [now known as the Florida Fish 
and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC)] – Correspondence of October 20, 1994 
(Appendix A, Exhibit A.7) 

Comment:  "Based on FDOT’s preliminary assessment of the potential impacts to wetlands and listed 
species within the various corridors, we favor the urban corridors, since these would result in 
significantly less impacts to fish and wildlife resources than would the rural corridors." 
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Response:  There have been no significant impacts to fish or wildlife resources identified with either of 
the Urban or Rural Alternatives.  Many wetland areas have been avoided in the development of the 
rural corridors; however the proposed Rural Alternative involves approximately 81 acres of wetlands, 
which will require further impact minimization with potential for compensatory mitigation of wetland 
acres.  The Urban Alternative has impacts to 4.5 acres of wetlands and will require significantly less 
mitigation.  The urban corridors referred to have greater potential for impact to cultural resources; they 
involve more contamination sites; and are expected to result in greater socio-economic impacts. 

Comment:  "The corridor alternatives should be evaluated for the presence of species listed by our 
agency as endangered, threatened, or species of special concern.  After the corridors are cover 
mapped by plant community type, our agency can provide technical assistance to FDOT or their 
consultant in designing a survey plan to detect the presence of these species." 

Response:  A cover map was completed and is included in a separate Endangered Species Biological 
Assessment Report.  The results of a subsequent field survey of potential endangered and threatened 
species are summarized within this document.  No federal or state protected species were found to be 
present within the area of the project alternatives. 

Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources – Scoping Meeting Comments on 
October 26, 1994 

Comment:  There may be additional historical buildings in the project area that are not listed on the 
Florida Master Site File Inventory that may need to be addressed.  A meeting with any historic 
preservation group in Starke is suggested. 

Response:  A survey of properties within the vicinity of the proposed Urban and Rural Alternatives was 
completed in February 1996 to determine if additional structures were eligible for listing on the NRHP.  
This survey is documented in a separate CRAS and is summarized in this document.  One eligible 
building, 8BF121, was found within the proposed right-of-way of the Urban Alternative and one eligible 
structure, 8BF120, was found adjacent the Urban Alternative.  Additional historic structures were 
examined and submitted for listing on the FMSF Inventory.  One archaeological site, 8BF110, located 
within the right-of-way of the proposed Rural Alternative was found eligible for listing on the NRHP 
during the phase one assessment.  Following a phase two assessment the site was found not to be 
eligible for listing.  Minimization and mitigation for these properties will be coordinated with FHWA who 
will consult with SHPO for concurrence. 

Sprint Long Distance – Scoping Meeting Comments on October 26, 1994 

Comment:  There are fiber optic lines shared by Will Tell Group (WTG) running within the CSX rail line 
right-of-way through Starke. 

Response:  The fiber optic lines are outside the area identified for the proposed Urban and Rural 
Alternatives. 

Florida Gas Transmission Company (FGT) – Correspondence of October 31, 1994 (Appendix A, 
Exhibit A.8) and Scoping Meeting Comments on October 26, 1994 

Comment:  "Please be advised the Florida Gas Transmission Company has no objection to the 
proposed Roadway, as shown on your sketches furnished this office, contingent upon the following:..." 

Response:  FDOT will heed all safety and construction guidelines for construction across the FGT 
easement, and will coordinate as advised. 

Comment:  "Please be advised that Florida Gas Transmission (FGT) does have facilities near the 
above referenced project.  We would like to attend any pre-design meetings."  Gas lines are located 
on the west side of town along Orange Street and Weldon Street (C.R. 229). 

Response:  FDOT will involve FGT in any pre-design meetings as requested. 
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7.3 INTERAGENCY COORDINATION 

Specific concerns of federal, state, regional and local environmental permitting and review agencies 
are identified and addressed through correspondence, telephone contacts, and informal meetings.  A 
chronology of these coordination activities is documented below, and Appendix A includes copies of 
any correspondence received.  Minutes of any coordination meetings held with regard to the project 
are held in the project files. 

Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission (FGFWFC) [now known as the Florida Fish 
and Wildlife Conservation Commission] – Communication on November 3, 1993 

Comment:  In response to a request for information regarding road kill of the Florida black bear in 
Bradford County, the FGFWFC in a conversation identified one road kill which was reported in 1993 
on U.S. 301 at S.R. 18 near Hampton Lake which is south and outside of the project area, and one 
road kill in 1990 on U.S. 301 one mile south of Lawtey north and out of the project area. 

Response:  Black bears are addressed within Sections 3 and 4 of this document.  The Florida black 
bear is known to occur in Bradford County, and may make incidental use of habitat in the project area 
as it moves along migration corridors.  Both the Urban and Rural Alternatives would be expected to 
have low potential for impacting this species because of the large amounts of forested habitat 
available. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service – Correspondence of November 4, 1993 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.9) 

Comment:  In response to a request, the FWS provided an initial list of federally listed threatened and 
endangered species, proposed species, and candidate species for Bradford County.  

Response:  This list was used in field survey and evaluation of habitat types in the project area.  The 
results of this evaluation are included in this document.  The bald eagle was delisted in 2007. 

Florida Natural Areas Inventory – Correspondence of December 2, 1993 (Appendix A, Exhibit 
A.10) 

Comment:  This letter was received in response to a request for information from the FNAI.  The 
search of maps and computerized data base indicated five special animal species for which "Element 
Occurrence Records" were recorded within a two mile radius of the study area. 

Response:  These species and other rare, threatened or endangered species were considered during 
a wildlife survey and impact evaluation of the project alternatives.  The results of this evaluation are 
included in this document.   

Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission (FGFWFC) [now known as the Florida Fish 
and Wildlife Conservation Commission] – Correspondence of December 3, 1993 (Appendix A, 
Exhibit A.11) 

Comment:  In response to an inquiry regarding potential occurrence of threatened and endangered 
species in the project vicinity, the WFC provided current data base information which included a 
wading bird rookery sites, and two bald eagle territories.  

Response:  Though this information proves helpful, these sites are not located within the project area.  
A field survey did not reveal these species occurring within the project area as documented in 
Sections 3 and 4 of this document. 

Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission (FGFWFC) [now known as the Florida Fish 
and Wildlife Conservation Commission] – Correspondence of December 12, 1993 (Appendix A, 
Exhibit A.12)  

Comment:  This letter was a transmittal of the critical habitat map requested for Bradford County. 

Response:  This map is helpful in that it shows no critical habitats within the project area. 
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service – Correspondence of April 24, 1995 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.13) 

Comment:  In response to a request, the USFWS provided a bald eagle nest location registry for 
Bradford County.  

Response:  None of the sites were located within a range of concern of the project alternatives.  The 
potential impacts to the bald eagle are low because any use of the project area would be incidental 
and larger areas of more preferred habitat are available nearby but outside of the project area.  The 
bald eagle was delisted in 2007. 

Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission (FGFWFC) [now known as the Florida Fish 
and Wildlife Conservation Commission] – Correspondence of May 2, 1995 (Appendix A, Exhibit 
A.14) 

Comment:  The letter was in response to an updated account of the potential occurrence of threatened 
and endangered species in or adjacent to the project area.  Mention is made of an eagle nest located 
southwest of Lake Rowell that was active in 1994.  Two wading bird rookeries mentioned in the letter 
are not in the vicinity of the project alternatives. 

Response:  A field survey did not reveal these species occurring within the project area as discusses 
above and documented in Sections 3 and 4 of this document.    

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service – Correspondence of April 17, 1995 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.15) 

Comment:  The FWS provided a revised document dated January 1994 indicating federally listed 
threatened and endangered species and candidate species for Bradford County. 

Response: This list was used in field survey and evaluation of habitat types in the project area.  The 
results of this evaluation are included in this document.  The bald eagle was delisted in 2007 

City of Starke, Travis V. Woods, Mayor – Correspondence of May 3, 1995 (Appendix A, Exhibit 
A.16) 

Comment:  "Concerning the route around the City...the route bisects the City's Wastewater Effluent 
Disposal Field, a property purchased with both City Funds and EPA Grant Funds.  The impact should 
be taken seriously and will require some administrative effort on your part and the City's to secure 
approvals and to implement this alternative." 

Response:  The Rural Alternative is located to cross Alligator Creek where associated wetlands are at 
their narrowest point therefore; modification of the crossing location to avoid the wastewater spray field 
would result in increased wetland impacts and mitigation costs.  Costs for mitigation of impacts to the 
spray field are included in the cost of the Rural Alternative.  Potential mitigation may include spraying 
effluent on the roadway shoulders and piping underneath the roadway to additional spray areas.  
Mitigation for impacts to the wastewater effluent disposal field will be coordinated with the City of 
Starke and the environmental agencies.  

Bradford County Development Authority – Correspondence of November 30, 1995 (Appendix A, 
Exhibit A.17) 

Comment:  "Attached are formal resolutions declaring the directives of our board. 

Resolution 1130.1:  The Bradford County Development Authority requests that the 
Florida Department of Transportation do all in its power to not impede, restrict or 
adversely affect the inbound and outbound traffic of Starke Ford Mercury and Davis 
Express.  Both of these businesses are located on Highway 301, south of Starke.  If 
your rural corridor option is selected, their ability to function as "transportation 
intensive: businesses would be impacted. 

Resolution 1130.2:  The Bradford County Development Authority requests that the  
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Florida Department of Transportation make highways 16 and 100 fully accessible to 
the proposed rural route, if chosen, to promote better traffic flow and increase 
economic development opportunities." 

Response:  The Urban Alternative will not impact access to the two businesses mentioned in the 
resolutions.  The Rural Alternative is designed as a limited access facility.  Both Davis Express and 
Starke Ford Mercury properties are beyond the limited access right-of-way of the Rural Alternative, as 
it is currently proposed without grade separation at the connections to the existing U.S. 301.  
Therefore, access to these businesses will not require any special design modifications.  Interchange 
access on the Rural Alternative at S.R. 16 and S.R. 100 has been evaluated with the proposed 
alternative, and local support for these interchanges is acknowledged.   

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service – Meeting with Robert Butler on June 25, 1996 

Comment:  Based on known distribution of the oval pigtoe mussel (Pleurobema pyriforme) and the 
nature of the streams that would be affected by the proposed project, additional surveys and sampling 
for the mussel are not necessary. 

Response:  Maps, aerial photographs, and occurrence records in the Santa Fe River Drainage area 
were used in the meeting to come to the conclusion that additional survey is not necessary. 

Chamber of Commerce Meetings 

A number of one-on-one meetings and consultations were held throughout the study period.  In 
addition to early presentations to the local Rotary Club and Chamber of Commerce, several 
workshops were held with the Chamber's U.S. 301 committee to discuss the design alternatives.  This 
committee's primary focus was to follow the proposed project and to comment back to the Chamber 
and FDOT.  

 August 11, 1994.  FDOT attended a town meeting sponsored by the Chamber of 
Commerce to discuss the corridor alternatives.  Of the 64 participants, 65 percent were 
not business owners.  At the end of the discussion period, the Chamber of Commerce 
called for a secret ballot vote on the corridor alternatives.  The results of this vote were 
recorded by the Chamber and sent to FDOT (see Appendix B, Exhibit B.2). The Eight-lane 
Urban Alternative and the East B Rural Alternative had the greatest number of votes in 
their respective urban and rural categories.  The results of this tabulation are included in 
Appendix B. 

 February 14, 1995.  Representatives of the Chamber of Commerce met with FDOT to 
stress the Chamber of Commerce's desire to be involved in the study process.  FDOT 
agreed to attend the Chamber's U.S. 301 Committee meetings on a regular basis. 

 March 20, 1995.  FDOT discussed the economic survey that the chamber's U.S. 301 
Committee wanted to use to determine the impact on businesses.  FDOT described that a 
separate survey would be completed for the FDOT study.  The Chamber of Commerce 
published the results of their survey of businesses regarding the impact of U.S. 301.   The 
survey results indicate that of the businesses that responded, 69 percent feel this issue 
will affect their business plans, and that an average of 17.3 percent of their business 
depends on people passing through Starke on U.S. 301.  The survey results provided by 
the Chamber of Commerce survey are included in Appendix B as Exhibit B.3. 

 June 19, 1995.  FDOT presented draft concepts for the six-lane widening of U.S. 301 
through the downtown area of Starke. 

 July 17, 1995.  FDOT presented draft concepts for the realignment and or widening of 
U.S. 301 south of the city.  The options presented included various possible alignments 
for crossing the railroad and intersecting with Edward's Road.  Other discussion topics 
include:  The relocation of the signalized intersection at Wal-Mart, and the frequency and 
location of median openings on U.S. 301. 
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 August 21, 1995.  FDOT presented draft concepts for closing medians and widening the 
existing roadway along U.S. 301 north and south of the city limits.  The Rural "by-pass" 
Alternative was presented on large-scale color aerials.  

 June 3, 1996.  FDOT presented preliminary information regarding the economic impact 
analysis, supplemented by graphic boards and a handout.  The results of the business 
mail-back survey, and research with regards to impacts experienced by other 
communities, which have had bypasses constructed. 

 August 6, 2001.  FDOT presented an update on the status of the project and a review of 
the project design alternatives.  There were approximately 30 people in attendance.  
There was some concerned expressed about the loss of business if the traffic were 
rerouted to a bypass. 

 November 7, 2005.  The North Florida Regional Chamber of Commerce passed a 
resolution supporting the bypass road improvement.  See Appendix B, Exhibit B.5, for a 
copy of Resolution No. 234001.- 

7.4 ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNICAL ADVISORY TEAM (ETAT) 

The project was subject to review by agencies participating in the ETAT through the ETDM screening 
process.  The ETDM process is approved by FHWA as meeting the streamlining requirements of 
SAFETEA-LU.  The project was presented to the ETAT at ETAT meetings held on June 7, 2006, June 
6, 2007, and June 25, 2008. 

As part of the ETDM screening process, an ETDM Summary Report for the project was generated In 
March 2007, after completion of the ETAT Programming Screen review.  The report summarizes the 
results of the ETAT review of the project; provides details concerning agency comments about 
potential effects to natural, cultural, and community resources; and provides additional documentation 
of activities related to the programming phase.  A copy of the Programming Screen ETDM Summary 
Report is included in Appendix A, as Exhibit A.21.  The degree of effect chart indicates that no dispute 
resolution is needed.  On the Evaluation of Effects Summary chart, the Urban Alternative is Alternative 
#1, and the Rural Alternative is Alternative #2.  Table 7.1 provides a brief summary of agency action 
recommendations during the programming screen and a brief response with references on where to 
find more information within the environmental documents. 

The Programming Screen of the ETDM process has identified potential substantial historic site, land 
use and social effects with the Urban Alternative, while no potential substantial effects have been 
identified with the Rural Alternative.  As a result of the ETDM process the Class of Action for the 
project has been determined to be an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The FHWA issued a 
Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the proposed project on February 21, 2007 (see Appendix A, 
Exhibit A.20). A third Advance Notification was issued in 2009 through the ETDM process (see 
Appendix A, Exhibit A.22).  No additional comments were received from the review agencies. 
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Table 7.1   ETAT Recommendation Summary 

Issue Organi-
zation 

Altern-
ative 

Recommended Action Response Reference 

Natural 

Air Quality EPA 1 & 2 An air quality analysis should 
be completed. 

Air quality screening was 
completed and an Air Quality 
Technical Memorandum was 

prepared.   

Section  4.4.3 
and Air Quality 
Technical 
Memorandum 
on DVD 

Coastal & 
Marine 

SRWMD 1 & 2 No Involvement No response necessary  

NMFS 1 & 2 No Involvement No response necessary  

Contaminated 
Sites 

FHWA 1 Assess risk potential of 
petroleum and dry cleaner 
sites 

A CSER that assesses the risk 
of potential contamination sites 
was completed 

Section 4.4.10 
and CSER DVD 

EPA 1 & 2 A survey of the corridor to 
confirm location of petroleum 
tanks and other contaminated 
site features should be 
completed.  Sampling and 
remediation should be 
preformed during the 
construction phase, as 
necessary. 

A CSER was completed that 
provides sampling 
recommendations as 
necessary. 

Section 4.4.10.3 
and CSER DVD 

SRWMD 1 & 2 A Phase I contamination 
screening report should be 
prepared. 

A CSER was completed. Section 4.4.10 
and CSER DVD 

FDEP 1 There are many potential 
contamination sites present 
through out the project area.  
In the event contamination is 
detected during construction, 
the FDEP should be notified. 

The FDEP will be notified if 
any contamination is detected 
during construction. 

Section 4.4.10.3 

Floodplains EPA 1 & 2 The environmental review 
should include an evaluation of 
information regarding 
floodplains to determine if 
there will be a significant 
impact. 

A Location Hydraulics Report 
that assess the risk and impact 
on floodplains was completed   

Sections 3.4.5 
and 4.4.11; and 
PER on DVD 

SRWMD 1 & 2 Bridges are recommended 
over creeks; 
floodplains/wetlands may 
needed to be connected; and 
potential impacts must be 
quantified and storage 
volumes must be 
compensated.  An 
Environmental Resource 
Permit (ERP) will be required. 

A Location Hydraulics Report 
was completed for the project.  
An ERP will be obtained during 
the design phase and the 
design will include techniques 
to minimize and compensate 
for floodplain impacts. 

Sections 3.4.5 
and 4.4.11; and 
PER on DVD 

Navigation USACE 1 & 2 None No response necessary  
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Issue Organi-
zation 

Altern-
ative 

Recommended Action Response Reference 

Special 
Designations 

SRWMD 2 It appears that the Graham 
Conservation Area will not be 
impacted unless stormwater 
management facilities 
encroach on this area.  An 
ERP will be required for this 
project. 

The Graham Conservation 
Area will not be affected.  An 
ERP will be obtained during 
the design phase for the 
proposed project. 

Section 3.3.2 
and Section 
4.3.2 

EPA 2 The project alignment should 
avoid or minimize impacts to 
the Graham Conservation 
Area. 

The Graham Conservation 
Area will not be affected. 

Section 3.3.2 
and Section 
4.3.2  

Water Quality 
& Quantity 

FDEP 1 & 2 Every effort should be made to 
maximize the treatment of 
stormwater runoff from the 
proposed road project.  
Stormwater treatment should 
be designed to maintain 
natural pre-development 
hydroperiod and water quality, 
as well as protect the functions 
of the wetlands.  Evaluate the 
adequacy of the existing 
stormwater treatment facilities.  
Retro-fitting of existing system 
would help reduce impacts to 
water quality. 

A WQIE has been completed.  
The proposed stormwater 
management system will 
include, at a minimum, the 
water quantity requirements for 
water quality as required by 
the SRWMD in Rules 40B-4. 

Section 4.4.7 
and WQIE on 
DVD 

EPA 1 & 2 Stormwater pond siting should 
be such that direct and indirect 
impacts to water quality in 
surface water and wetlands is 
avoided or minimized to the 
best extent practicable.   

A Pond Siting Report will be 
completed during the design 
phase of the proposed project.  
The proposed stormwater 
management system will 
include, at a minimum, the 
water quantity requirements for 
water quality as required by 
the SRWMD in Rules 40B-4. 

Section 4.4.7 
and WQIE on 
DVD. 

SRWMD 1 & 2 An ERP will be required for 
this project.  Existing wells will 
need to be identified and well 
abandonment approvals may 
also be required.  A Location 
Hydraulics Report, Bridge 
Hydraulics Report, Pond Siting 
Report, and a PER will be 
required for this project. 

An ERP will be obtained during 
the design phase of the 
proposed project.  A 
Preliminary Engineering 
Report (PER) that includes a 
Location Hydraulics Report 
has been completed for the 
project.  A Pond Siting Report 
and a Bridge Hydraulics 
Report will be completed 
during the design phase of the 
proposed project. 

Sections 4.4.7 
and PER on 
DVD. 

Wetlands EPA 2 A wetland evaluation should 
be completed in the 
environmental phase of the 
project.  

A WER  has been completed. Sections 3.4.4 
and 4.4.5; and 
WER on DVD 

SRWMD 1& 2 A Wetland Evaluation Report 
should be completed.  An ERP 
will be required.   

A WER has been completed.  
An ERP will be obtained during 
the project design phase. 

Sections 3.4.4 
and 4.4.5; and 
WER on DVD 
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Issue Organi-
zation 

Altern-
ative 

Recommended Action Response Reference 

NMFS 1 & 2 No involvement No response necessary  

USACE 1 & 2 A wetland evaluation should 
be completed and a mitigation 
plan must be provided. 

A WER has been completed. Sections 3.4.4 
and 4.4.5; and 
WER on DVD 

FWS 2  Opportunities to avoid or 
minimize impacts and 
fragmentation to the Greater 
Suwannee Ecosystem 
Management Area and the 
Graham Conservation Area 
should be explored.  Measures 
to promote wildlife movement 
to all public lands should be 
explored and considered.  
Mitigation of wetlands should 
be in-kind within the same 
watershed basin. 

Impacts to all managed areas 
will be avoided, minimized and 
mitigated.  A WER and an 
ESBA have been completed 

for the proposed project.  
Impacts to wetlands will be 
mitigated to the satisfaction of 
the regulatory agencies. 

Sections 3.4.4, 
4.4.5 and 
4.4.14; and 
WER and ESBA 
on DVD 

FDEP 1 & 2 The project will require an 
ERP.  Avoidance, minimization 
and mitigation of impacts will 
be required.  The cumulative 
impacts should also be 
addressed. 

A WER has been completed.  
An ERP will be obtained during 
the design phase of the 
proposed project. 

Sections 3.4.4 
and 4.4.5; and 
WER on DVD 

Wildlife & 
Habitat 

FWS 2 Implement the Service’s 
Standard Protection Measures 
for the Eastern Indigo Snake 
during the construction phase.  
A survey to listed species 
should be completed.   

To minimize potential impacts, 
Standard Protection Measures 
for the Eastern Indigo Snake 
will be implemented.  An ESBA 
has been completed for the 
proposed project.   

Sections 3.4.7 
and 4.4.14; and 
ESBA on DVD 

FWC 1 & 2 A survey for listed species 
should be completed that 
includes identification of 
habitat types in the affected 
area, and a plan for methods 
to avoid, minimize and mitigate 
for impacts. 

An ESBA has been completed 
for the proposed project.  
Methods to avoid, minimize 
and mitigate for impacts will be 
coordinated with the permitting 
agencies. 

Sections 3.4.7 
and 4.4.14; and 
ESBA on DVD 

NMFS 1 & 2 No Involvement No response necessary  

Cultural 

Historic & 
Archaeo-
logical Sites 

Miccosu
kee 
Tribe 

1 & 2 Contact the Bureau of 
Archaeological Research for 
more information. 

A CRAS has been completed 
for the proposed project and 
provided to the Bureau of 
Archaeological Research for 
review. 

Sections 3.3 .1 
and 4.3.1; and 
CRAS on DVD 

FHWA 1 & 2 Potential impacts to resources 
need to be addressed. 

A CRAS has been completed 
for the proposed project. 

Sections 3.3.1 
and 4.3.1; and 
CRAS on DVD 

DHR 1 & 2 A cultural resource 
assessment is required. 

A CRAS has been completed 
for the proposed project. 

Sections 3.3.1 
and 4.3.1; and 
CRAS on DVD 

Recreation 
Areas 

EPA 1 & 2 A Section 4(f) review may be 
necessary if schools recreation 
areas and trails are impacted. 

No recreation or trail resources 
will be affected by the 
proposed project. 

Sections 3.3.2 
and 4.3.2; 

SRWMD 1 & 2 The new road should avoid the The Palatka to Lake Butler Sections 3.3.2 
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Issue Organi-
zation 

Altern-
ative 

Recommended Action Response Reference 

Graham Conservation Area.  
The impacts to the Florida Trail 
Connector should be 
assessed.   

State Trail, the Florida Trail 
and the Graham Conservation 
Area are located out of the 
project study area and will not 
be affected by the project. 

and 4.3.2; 

FDEP 1 & 2 Impacts to the Palatka to Lake 
Butler State Trail (former rail 
corridor) should be assessed. 

The Palatka to Lake Butler 
State Trail is located two miles 
south of the project study area. 

Sections 3.3.2 
and 4.3.2; 

Section 4(f) 
Potential 

FHWA 1 A Section 4(f) may be 
applicable to the Trail 
Connector, impacts should be 
avoided or minimized. 

Impacts to the Florida Trail 
Connector have been avoided.  

Section 3.3.3 
and 4.5 

Community 

Aesthetics FHWA 1 & 2 Noise impacts should be 
assessed on residential areas. 

A NSR has been completed for 
the proposed project. 

Section 4.4.4 
and NSR on 
DVD 

Land Use DCA 
(now 
DEO) 

1 & 2 The project should not 
advance into the FDOT five-
year work program until the 
local government 
comprehensive plan has been 
amended to include the 
project. 

The Bradford County 
Comprehensive Plan has been 
amended to include the 
proposed project. 

Sections 1.1, 
3.1.3.1 and 
4.1.3; and 
Appendix B, 
Exhibit B.9 and 
B.10. 

Mobility FHWA 1 Safety needs for bicycles and 
pedestrians should be 
assessed. 

In compliance with 23 USC 
109(n), full consideration was 
made for pedestrian and 
bicycle users. 

Sections 1.7.3, 
2.3.4 and 4.4.1. 

Social EPA 1 & 2 An SCE Evaluation should be 
conducted.  Public involvement 
should continue. 

Social and cultural issues have 
been evaluated for the 
proposed project and 
documented in the Affected 
Environment and 
Environmental Consequences 
sections.  A PIP and a CSRP 
have been completed for the 
proposed project. 

Sections 3.1 
and 4.1; and 
CSRP and PIP 
on DVD.   

Secondary & Cumulative 

Secondary & 
Cumulative 

EPA 1 & 2 Avoid and minimize impacts to 
wetlands.  Proper conveyance, 
containment and treatment of 
stormwater will be required.   
FDOT should consider 
conducting a PM2.5 hotspot 
analysis. 

A WER has been completed 
for the proposed project and 
an ERP will be acquired 
through agency coordination.   
Air quality screening has been 
completed and summarized in 
an Air Quality Technical 
Memorandum. 

Section 4.4.5; 
and WER; and 
Section 4.4.3 
and Air Quality 
Technical 
Memorandum 
on DVD  
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Issue Organi-
zation 

Altern-
ative 

Recommended Action Response Reference 

USACE 2 Techniques to minimize 
impacts to wetlands and 
wildlife should be 
implemented. 

Methods to avoid, minimize 
and mitigate for impacts will be 
coordinated with the permitting 
agencies. 

Sections 4.4.5.1 
and 4.4.14   and 
WER and ESBA 
on DVD  

FWC 1 & 2 Surveys for listed species 
should be done and 
techniques to minimize 
impacts to wetlands and 
wildlife should be 
implemented. 

An ESBA has been completed 
for the proposed project.  
Methods to avoid, minimize 
and mitigate for impacts will be 
coordinated with the permitting 
agencies. 

Sections 3.4.7 
and 4.4.14; and 
ESBA on DVD 

SRWMD 1 & 2 An ERP will be required and 
techniques to avoid and 
minimize impacts to wetlands 
should be implemented.  
Design and locate stormwater 
management systems to avoid 
and minimize aquatic resource 
impacts. 

A WER has been completed 
for the project and an ERP will 
be acquired through agency 
coordination during the design 
phase.  A WQIE has been 
completed for both proposed 
project Build Alternatives.  The 
proposed stormwater 
management system will 
include, at a minimum, the 
water quantity requirements for 
water quality as required by 
the SRWMD in Rules 40B-4. 

Section 4.4.5.1;  
and WER and 
WQIE on DVD 

Alternative 1 = Urban Alternative; Alternative 2 = Rural Alternative 

Acronyms  - Environmental Resource Permit (ERP); Preliminary Engineering Report (PER); Wetland Evaluation Report (WER): Water 
Quality Impact Evaluation (WQIE); Endangered Species Biological Assessment (ESBA); Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan (CSRP); Public 
Involvement Plan (PIP); Sociocultural Effects (SCE); Suwannee River Water Management District (SRWMD); Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA); Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP); U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE); Florida Fish and 
Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC); U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS); U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA); Florida 
Department of Economic Opportunity (DEO, previously called DCA – Department of Community Affairs); Florida Department of State, 
Division of Historical Resources (DHR); and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 

7.5 AGENCY CONSULTATIONS 

Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources – Concurrence Letter of 
November 16, 1998 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.24) 

Comment:  “Based on the results of the survey, 8BF110, 8BF120 and 8BF121 were determined to be 
eligible for listing in the National Register and the remaining properties were determined ineligible.  We 
concur with the determination.” 

Response:  One eligible building, the Armory, Site 8BF121, is within the proposed right-of-way of the 
Urban Alternative.  One archaeological site, 8BF110, located within the right-of-way of the proposed 
Rural Alternative was found eligible for listing on the NRHP during the initial assessment.  Following a 
supplemental assessment the site was found not eligible for listing (Appendix A, Exhibit A.28).  
Minimization and mitigation of any impacts to these properties will be coordinated with the SHPO, 
including the possibility of archaeological monitoring, based on which alternative is recommended for 
implementation. 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service – Concurrence Letter of January 5, 
2005 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.25) 

Comment:  “Based on the information provided and the implementation of said protection measures, 
the Service concurs with FDOT’s determination that the project will not likely adversely affect the 
Eastern indigo or any other federally listed species or adversely modify any existing critical habitats. 
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Although this does not represent a biological opinion as described in Section 7 of the Act, it does fulfill 
the requirements of the Act and no further action is required.” 

Response:  FDOT agrees to implement the Service’s Standard Protection Measures for the Eastern 
indigo snake as a precautionary measure during construction of the proposed project. 

Comment:  “If the rural alternative is chosen, the Service would recommend that FDOT incorporate 
wildlife crossing devices such as culverts that would allow small animal passage and minimize road 
kills.” 

Response:  On the Rural Alternative approximately ten cross culvert locations are proposed to 
maintain hydraulic connections associated with drainage basins in the project area. If the Rural 
Alternative is the recommended alternative, additional culvert locations as recommended for small 
animal passage and to minimize road kills may be located during the design and permitting phase of 
the project in cooperation with the Service. 

Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources – Concurrence Letter of January 
25, 2005 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.26) 

Comment:  The SHPO has requested that, if the Rural Alternative is chosen, that FDOT coordinate 
with the Division regarding appropriate measures to be undertaken to recover any potential remaining 
graves in the Brymer Cemetery (8BF162). 

Response: FDOT will coordinate with SHPO to develop measures to further locate and relocate any 
remaining graves in the Brymer Cemetery should the Rural Alternative be selected as the preferred 
alternative.  The FDOT recommends mechanical scraping of the area and monitoring of subsurface 
grading.  SHPO subsequently has requested an archaeological monitoring report documenting the 
mechanical scraping and subsequent excavation at the Brymer Cemetery (Appendix A.42).  

Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources – Concurrence Letter of February 
19, 2008 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.29) 

Comment: As a result of the site assessment, 8BF110 is considered not eligible for listing in the NRHP 
due to the lack of stratigraphic integrity, the relatively low diversity observed in the artifact assemblage; 
the redundancy of the information it has produced; and its lack of features, faunal remains, and 
datable organics.  Based on the information provided, our office concurs with this determination and 
finds the submitted report complete and sufficient. 

Response:  FHWA has determined (Appendix A, Exhibit A.28) and SHPO has concurred that the site 
(8BF110) is not eligible for listing on the NRHP. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service – Concurrence Letter of June 23, 2010 (Appendix A.30) 

Comment:  You do not need to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service again once you have a 
concurrence letter; unless the proposal has changed, new information is available, etc. 

Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources – Concurrence Letter - January 
10, 2011 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.32) 

Comment:  The SHPO concurs with the recommendations described in FDOT correspondence dated 
December 3, 2010 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.31) that two previously unrecorded archaeological sites 
(8BF113, 8BF729) located in the area of potential affect of the rural alternative are not eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places.  In regards to the Keller Cemetery (8BF135), the 
SHPO requests that the new boundaries of the cemetery be adequately marked using construction 
fencing to assure no disturbance during construction. 

The SHPO also concurs with the recommendations of eligibility for four previously recorded historic 
structures (8BF57, 8BF7, 8BF120, 8BF121) within the area of potential affect of the urban alternative.  
However, due to insufficient information the office is unable to concur on the eligibility of the 93 
unrecorded structures, including eight historic structures that were recommended as being eligible for 
NRHP.  If the urban alternative is chosen as the preferred alternative for this project, the SHPO 
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requests that the 93 historic structures be recorded and the office be given the opportunity to comment 
on their eligibility. 

Response:  If the Rural Alternative is constructed, a construction fence will be built around the newly 
identified boundaries of the Keller Cemetery.  If the Urban Alternative is recommended, all of the 
remaining unrecorded historic structures will be recorded and submitted to SHPO for comment on their 
eligibility, as requested.   

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration – Correspondence of April 
27, 2011 to Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, Seminole Tribe of Florida, Seminole Nation 
of Oklahoma, Poach Band of Creek Indians, Muscogee (Creek) Nation, and Mississippi Band of 
Choctaw Indians (Appendix A, Exhibit A.33-38) 

Comment:  These letters are CRAS transmittal letters soliciting comments concerning any religious or 
cultural significance associated with any historic property that may be affected by the project. 

Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida – Verbal Response – May 18, 2011 (See Appendix, 
Exhibit A.39)  

Comment:  The Miccosukee Tribe has no problem or interest in the proposed action and to make 
contact with them if human remains were found. 

Response:  FDOT acknowledges and commits to the request for additional coordination should human 
remains or other cultural resources are discovered during construction and commits. 

Seminole Tribe of Florida Historic Preservation Office (STOF-THPO) – Correspondence of May 
19, 2011 (See Exhibit A.40)  

Comment:  The Seminole Tribe of Florida has no objections to the findings.  However, the STOF-
THPO requests being informed if cultural resources, that are potentially ancestral or historically 
relevant to the STOF, are inadvertently discovered during the construction process. 

Response:  FDOT acknowledges and commits to the request for additional coordination should human 
remains or other cultural resources are discovered during construction. 

Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources – Concurrence Letter – December 
1, 2011 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.42) 

Comment:  The SHPO concurs with the recommendations in the technical memorandum dated 
November 3, 2011 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.41) as an addendum to the CRAS (November 2010) and 
requests that the following items be submitted to SHPO. 

 Florida Master Site File (FMSF) forms documenting the individual structures on the property of the 
Mathews Building (8BF758). 

 An archaeological monitoring report documenting the mechanical scraping and subsequent 
excavations at the site of the Brymer Cemetery (8BF162). 

Response:  FDOT will submit the FMSF forms as requested for the additional resources associated 
with Site 8BF758, and if the Rural Alternative is selected FDOT will comply with the request for an 
archaeological monitoring report for Site 8BF162. 

7.6 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES 

An extensive public involvement program was initiated prior to the corridor analysis phase and has 
continued through the preliminary engineering and DEIS phase.  This program was designed to 
establish and maintain open communication with concerned citizens, and with governmental agencies 
concerned with the project and its potential impacts.  Public involvement and agency coordination play 
a critical role in the development and selection of sound alternatives. 

A mailing list for the U.S. 301 project is continually maintained.  The list includes public officials that 
have jurisdiction within the study area, such as: U.S. and State senators and representatives; city and 
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county commission members; and a variety of other local and state officials.  The list also includes 
property owners, interested citizens, and government environmental and review agencies.  

FDOT has utilized a wide variety of forums for collecting public input.  In addition to the Public Hearing 
and regular public meetings, an informal public opinion survey was completed, presentations were 
made to local interest groups, and workshops were held with the Chamber of Commerce to discuss 
the project at various stages of its development.  Table 7.2 is a summary of the public meetings and 
coordination activities, and the extent of involvement.  The following discussion provides a summary of 
the public involvement activities and the issues that were raised at these meetings. 

Table 7.2   Public Meeting Summary 

Type Meeting Date Public Notice 
Notification 
Letters 

Attended 

Starke City Commission – Kick-off 
Meeting 

3/16/1993 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Bradford County Commission – 
Kick-off Mtg. 

3/18/1993 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Bradford County Commission – 
Needs Briefing 

9/15/1993 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Starke City Commission – Needs 
Briefing 

9/21/1993 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Needs Public Meeting 9/28/1993 
Bradford County Telegraph; 
The Florida Times-Union 

593 141 

Starke City Commission – Corridor 
Alternatives Briefing 

7/19/1994 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Bradford County Commission – 
Corridor Alternatives Briefing 

7/21/1994 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Alternative Corridor Public Meeting 8/4/1994 
Bradford County Telegraph; 
The Florida Times-Union 

1063 221 

Bradford County Commission – 
Design Alternatives Briefing 

11/6/1995 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Starke City Commission – Design 
Alternatives Briefing 

11/7/1995 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Design Alternatives Public Meeting 
(First) 

11/14/1995 
Bradford County Telegraph; 
The Florida Times-Union 

898 123 

Bradford County Commission – 
Update 

9/10/2001 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Starke City Commission – Update 10/16/2001 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Bradford County Commission – 
Update 

1/6/2003 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Starke City Commission – Update 1/7/2003 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Subsequent Design Alternatives 
Public Meeting  

1/14/2003 Bradford County Telegraph 747 125 

Bradford County Commission - 
Update 

7/8/2008 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Bradford County Commission - 
Update 

4/6/2009 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Starke City Commission – Update 5/5/2009 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Bradford County Commission - 
Update 

5/20/2010 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Starke City Commission – Update 6/15/2010 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Bradford County Commission - 
Update 

5/2/2011 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Starke City Commission – Update 5/3/2011 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Subsequent Design Alternatives 
Public Meeting  

5/26/2011 Bradford County Telegraph 368 91 
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Type Meeting Date Public Notice 
Notification 
Letters 

Attended 

Bradford County Commission - 
Update 

11-5-2012 Agenda Item N/A N/A 

Public Hearing 1-10-2013 

Bradford County Telegraph, 
FDOT Website, Bradford Co 
Website, and Florida 
Administrative Rules 

182 Letters 
20 Emails 

126 

 

7.6.1 PUBLIC MEETINGS 

 City of Starke Commission – March 16, 1993 and Bradford County Commission -- March 18, 
1993.  Kick-off meetings were held at the regularly scheduled Starke City Commission and the 
Bradford County Commission meetings.  The agenda of these meetings included display maps of 
the study area and project schedule.  The public officials did not have any comments at this time, 
but asked questions regarding the project schedule and funding. 

 Bradford County Commission – September 15, 1993 and City of Starke Commission -- September 
21, 1993.  Briefing meetings were held to update the public officials prior to the general public 
meeting.  The presentation included the traffic analysis and determination of need for the project. 

 General Public Meeting – September 28, 1993, 7:00 PM, at the Bradford County Fairgrounds.  
The first general public meeting was held to discuss the project and the identified needs for 
improvements to U.S. 301.   Public notice of the meeting was published in both the Bradford 
County Telegraph on September 16 and 23, 1993, and The Florida Times-Union on September 21 
and 23, 1993.  A newspaper article in Bradford County Telegraph on September 16, 1993, 
described the scope of the study, the project location and the purpose of the meeting.  Letters 
were also mailed on September 13, 1995, to all property owners within 1000 feet of U.S. 301. The 
meeting agenda included informal review of displays.  The displays included: maps, the project 
schedule, and results of the traffic needs analysis.  A slide show presentation discussed the needs 
for the project and the study process.  There were 141 persons in attendance at this meeting.  

A brief survey conducted at the reception table indicated that approximately 70 percent of the 
attendees own property on U.S. 301.  It also indicated that 53 percent of the attendees think that 
traffic signals and trucks are the primary traffic problems.  The following summarizes the three 
formal comments received at the first of the public meetings: 

 The traffic is dangerous for children and the elderly to cross the street, but the tourist 
traffic is essential to the businesses in Starke. 

 The traffic speed could be increased through town if the trucks are better accommodated 
with an upgraded road design. 

 Elimination of the railroad crossing may speed up the traffic. 

 Bradford County Commission – July 19, 1994 and City of Starke Commission -- July 21, 1994.  
FDOT provided a project status report at the regularly scheduled meetings regarding the design 
alternatives to be presented at an upcoming public meeting.  All public officials were notified of the 
public meeting by letter on July 18, 1994. 

 General Public Meeting – August 4, 1994, 7:00 PM, at the Bradford High School Auditorium.  This 
meeting was held to afford interested persons the opportunity to review, discuss and comment on 
nine alternative corridors for potential improvements to U.S. 301.  Letters to interested citizens and 
to property owners within 1000 feet of the baseline of each of nine corridor alternatives were 
mailed on July 21, 1994.  A public notice was published in the Bradford County Telegraph on July 
21 and 28, 1994 and in The Florida Times-Union on July 28, 1994.  Approximately, 221 persons 
attended the meeting.  The nine alternate corridors were displayed on large-scale aerial 
photographs and in a slide show presentation.  A detailed evaluation matrix was distributed to 
those in attendance. Sufficient time was allowed before the presentation and during intermission 
for one-on-one questions to be addressed by FDOT personnel. 
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There were five persons who commented at the meeting.  Follow-up written comments were 
received from 31 citizens.  Out of all those that have expressed a preference 20 preferred one of 
the urban corridors and 8 preferred one of the rural corridors.  The minutes and comment forms 
received from the meeting are held in the project files.  The following summarizes the concerns 
expressed in response to the corridor alternatives. 

 A rural by-pass route would have a negative economic impact on the City of Starke. 

 The Orange Street route would have a negative impact on the schools located along that 
corridor. 

 The Eight-Lane Alternative would remove too many existing buildings. 

 A rural corridor will destroy family homesteads in the country. 

 Traffic will get worse and trucks will be larger, heavier and faster, therefore traffic should 
be routed around town. 

 Bradford County Commission – November 6, 1995, and Starke City Commission -- November 7, 
1995.  FDOT provided a briefing at the public officials regularly scheduled meetings prior the 
design alternatives public meeting.  Public officials were notified of the scheduled design 
alternatives public meeting by letter on November 7, 1995. 

 Public Meeting – November 14, 1995, 2:00 PM to 9:00 PM, Bradford County Fairgrounds.  One 
rural corridor and one urban corridor were recommended for further design development, following 
the corridor alternatives phase.  Design alternatives within the two recommended corridors were 
developed and evaluated for public review.  A meeting notice was published in the Bradford 
Telegraph on November 9, 1995, and in The Florida Times-Union on November 9, 1995.  A letter 
dated November 7, 1995, notified property owners and other interested parties. 

The purpose of the meeting was to afford interested persons the opportunity to review and discuss 
design alternatives under consideration.  Maps, drawings, and other pertinent information were on 
display, and FDOT personnel were available to answer questions.  A slide show was presented 
which described the project status and each of the design alternatives under consideration.  The 
presentation also included an evaluation of the design alternatives.  A transcript of the slide show 
and formal verbal comments received at the meeting are held in the project files. 

The daylong workshop was attended by at least 123 persons that signed the attendance roster.  
While only two persons made formal comments, there was sufficient time for all participants to 
review the materials and ask questions.  Follow-up written comments were received from 14 
citizens.  They are summarized below. 

 Access for trucks needs to be considered at the south end of the Rural Alternative. 

 The City of Starke should consider what it could be if the Rural Alternative is selected.  The 
Urban Alternative splits the City in two, and the highway would be difficult to cross. 
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 More businesses would be displaced with the Urban Alternative than would be hurt by loss of 
business with the Urban Alternative. 

 The loss of traffic through Starke will hurt the economy and businesses of Starke should a 
Rural Alternative be selected.  

 The Rural Alternative will be able to handle the increasing traffic safely while maintaining the 
existing U.S. 301 for local traffic.  Two routes are better than one. 

 With proper signage, the town will not be hurt; it will in fact be helped. 

 Access on to S.R. 16, C.R. 229, and S.R. 100 should be provided on the Rural Alternative. 

 Bradford County Commission – September 10, 2001, and Starke City Commission – October 16, 
2001.  FDOT provided a briefing at the public officials regularly scheduled meetings to provide a 
project update. 

 Bradford County Commission – January 6, 2003, and Starke City Commission -- January 7, 2003.  
FDOT provided a briefing at the public officials regularly scheduled meetings prior the design 
alternatives public meeting.  Public officials were notified of the scheduled design alternatives 
public meeting. 

 Public Meeting – January 14, 2003, 5:00 PM to 9:00 PM, Bradford County Fairgrounds.  Two 
design alternatives that were previously developed and presented at a public meeting in 1995 
were displayed on updated aerial photographs.  A slide show was presented which described the 
project status and each of the design alternatives under consideration.  The presentation also 
included an evaluation of the design alternatives.  A transcript of the slide show and formal verbal 
comments received at the meeting are held in the project files. 

The purpose of the meeting was to afford interested persons the opportunity to review and discuss 
design alternatives under consideration.  Maps, drawings, and other pertinent information were on 
display, and FDOT personnel were available to answer questions.  A meeting notice was 
published in the Bradford Telegraph on December 26, 2002, and on January 9, 2003.  A letter 
dated December 20, 2002, notified property owners and other interested parties.  The meeting 
was also posted on FDOT’s public information webpage. 
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The workshop was attended by at least 125 persons that signed the attendance roster.  While six 
persons made formal comments, there was sufficient time for all participants to review the 
materials and ask questions.  Comments are summarized below. 

 The east west traffic problem needs to be addressed as well.  Alternative local routes may 
be improved to relieve traffic on U.S. 301. 

 The trucking industry needs to be addressed with a possible west bypass route from U.S. 
301 to S.R. 16. 

 Is the bypass going to be built or not?  The people need to know so they can plan their 
lives. 

 There is a concern for the businesses.  Towns die when there are bypasses built.  On the 
other hand the trucks do not stop in Starke to buy gas or food. 

 There is a problem in Starke and the problem is traffic. 

 If we do decide that the rural route is the best way to go, consider access at C.R. 229 
(Brownlee Road) and at Davis Express on U.S. 301 south. 

 There is a concern for loss of gas tax money in City, with the bypass. 

Written comments received from citizens are summarized as follows: 

 The bypass should go around town not through it. 

 The bypass is the most sensible solution traffic wise.  The thought of additional lanes in 
town is ridiculous.  

 The bypass should be built as soon as possible, current businesses would relocate, new 
businesses will be built at the bypass intersections, and there will still be enough traffic to 
support all. 

 The best alternative is the bypass (Rural Alternative).  With the Urban Alternative there 
will not be enough property left along existing U.S. 301 to rebuild and the traffic would 
make it a nightmare to get in and out of businesses. 

 Bradford County Commission – July 8, 2008.  FDOT provided a project status report at the 
regularly scheduled meetings. 

 Bradford County Commission – April 6, 2009 and City of Starke Commission – May 5, 2009.  At 
the regularly scheduled commission meetings, FDOT provided a project status report and 
discussed revisions made to the Rural Alternative connections at U.S. 301 both north and south of 
Starke  
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 Bradford County Commission – May 20, 2010 and City of Starke Commission – June 15, 2010.  At 
the regularly scheduled Commission meetings, FDOT provided a project status report, including 
any design changes to the Rural Alternative. 

 Bradford County Commission – May 2, 2011 and City of Starke Commission – May 3, 2011.  At 
the regularly scheduled Commission meetings FDOT provided a project status report regarding 
the design alternatives to be presented at an upcoming public meeting. 

 Public Meeting – May 26, 2011, 4:30 PM to 6:30 PM, Bradford County Fairgrounds.  Two updated 
design alternatives were displayed on aerial photographs.  An informal open meeting format was 
used to discuss the alternatives.  A formal comment period was held and a recording of all formal 
verbal comments and questions received and addressed at the meeting are held in the project 
files. 

The purpose of the meeting was to afford 
interested persons the opportunity to 
review and discuss design alternatives 
under consideration.  Maps, drawings, 
and other pertinent information were on 
display, and FDOT personnel were 
available to answer questions.  A meeting 
notice was published in the Bradford 
Telegraph on May 12, 2011.  A letter 
dated May 3, 2011, notified 368 property 
owners and other interested parties.  The 
meeting was also posted on FDOT’s’ 
public meetings webpage. 

The workshop was attended by at least 91 persons that signed the attendance roster.  While 8 
persons made formal comments, there was sufficient time for all participants to review the 
materials and ask questions.   

Comments are summarized below. 

 Residents impacted by the Rural Alternative commented that they preferred the Urban 
Alternative for the following reasons:   

o The Rural Alternative will have negative impact on businesses in downtown Starke 

o The Rural Alternative will affect more wetlands 

o The Rural Alternative will split family farms 

o The Urban Alternative will clean up downtown, by taking old businesses that are 
struggling and cleaning up contamination. 

o Blanding Boulevard in Orange Park is a good example of how building the Urban 
Alternative could improve the lives of the people of Starke.  It is very pleasing and all 
of the businesses are thriving. 

 One resident felt that to build the project is financially irresponsible because the 
government is broke. 

 Residents have been waiting for 15 years to know where the road is going to go and the 
residents are in limbo not knowing which alternative and when the project will be built. 

 There was a request to coordinate with the Bradford County Soil and Water Conservation 
District during the design phase of the Rural Alternative because they are in the process 
of planning and applying for grants to build a nature trail along Alligator Creek that would 
intersect with the Rural Alternative and want to make sure the bridge will accommodate 
the trail.  
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 Bradford County Commission – November 5, 2012.  At the regularly scheduled Commission 
meeting FDOT provided a project status report regarding the project funding and upcoming public 
hearing. 

7.6.2 PUBLIC OPINION SURVEY 

At the onset of developing the Needs Report, community perception of 
the need was solicited through an opinion survey.  The survey was 
distributed by publication in the local weekly newspaper.  The Bradford 
County Telegraph, with a circulation of approximately 6,000, covering 
all of Bradford County, ran the survey once on March 25, 1993.  Survey 
forms were also distributed at the County Commission Meeting on 
March 16, 1993, and at the City Commission Meeting on March 18, 
1993.  Additional surveys were distributed to local restaurants for 
patrons.  Sixty-seven surveys were returned to FDOT.  Though this was 
not a scientific survey, the survey responses were tabulated and 
summarized by question.  Exhibit B.1 in Appendix B includes a 
tabulation of the survey responses.  The survey respondents represent 
persons living and working in all sectors of the study area, including a 
proportion that live and work outside of the study area but drive U.S. 
301 daily. 

Ninety-six percent of the respondents think that traffic is a problem on U.S. 301. The traffic conditions 
analysis done for this needs assessment verifies this perception.  The respondents have indicated that 
the worst traffic problems are between Alligator Creek and S.R. 16. 
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7.6.3 NEWSLETTERS 

Two newsletters were mailed to property owners, interested citizens, and public officials through the 
course of the study.  The first newsletter was published in December 1994 following the corridor 
alternatives public meeting.  It included a discussion of the recommendation of a Modified West B 
(Rural) Alternative and the Eight-lane (Urban) Alternative for further study.  The second newsletter was 
published in December 1995 following the design alternatives public meeting.  It discussed the 
recommendation for the West Railroad Overpass Option for the Urban Alternative.  A third Newsletter 
was distributed at the second Alternatives Public Meeting that was held on January 14, 2003.  
Handouts with project description, proposed schedule, and estimated cost were provided at the May 
26, 2011 public meeting and the Public Hearing held January 10, 2013. 

7.6.4 NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 

In addition to the public notices in newspapers and letters sent to those on the mailing list, there were 
numerous newspaper articles and editorials concerning the project primarily in the Bradford County 
Telegraph.  These articles are referenced on Table 7.3.   In addition, the May 26

, 
2011 public meeting 

was included on the evening new on TV-20 which covers the project area. 

Table 7.3.  Newspaper Articles Concerning the Proposed Project 

Article Headlines Publication Date Published 

”Group confronts traffic problems” Bradford County Telegraph November 19, 1992 

”DOT may halt truck route study” Bradford County Telegraph November 19, 1992 

”County, city officials to discuss traffic plans with DOT” Bradford County Telegraph December 3, 1992 

”Officials meet with DOT Monday” Bradford County Telegraph December 10, 1992 

”DOT addresses concern over proposed bypass” Bradford County Telegraph December 17, 1992 

”U.S. 301 Will It Be Total Gridlock Soon After Year 2000?” 
(Editorial) 

Bradford County Telegraph December 17, 1992 

”301 Overcrowding About Equal To Traffic Troubles on I-75” 
(Editorial)  

Bradford County Telegraph  January 7, 1993 

”DOT announces start up of U.S. 301 study” Bradford County Telegraph February 4, 1993 

”DOT launches U.S. 301 study campaign” Bradford County Telegraph March 4, 1993 

”Company begins Starke U.S. 301 study” Bradford County Telegraph March 18, 1993 

”301 studies beginning” Bradford County Telegraph March 25, 1993 

”The Time to Act on 301 Is Now” (Editorial) Bradford County Telegraph April 8, 1993 

”Starke fears 301 relocation” Bradford County Telegraph June 1, 1993 
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Article Headlines Publication Date Published 

”301 study in formative stages” Bradford County Telegraph June 3, 1993 

”DOT sets Starke study meeting” Bradford County Telegraph September 16, 1993 

”Public information workshop on 301 set Tuesday” Bradford County Telegraph September 23, 1993 

”Starke residents pack U.S. 301 meeting” Bradford County Telegraph September 30, 1993 

“Progress slow on Starke U.S. 301 study” Bradford County Telegraph February 24, 1994 

“Extensive study delays 301 meeting” Bradford County Telegraph May 12, 1994 

“DOT sets Aug. 4 workshop on Starke U.S. 301 study” Bradford County Telegraph July 14, 1994 

“City prepares for 301 changes” Bradford County Telegraph July 21, 1994 

“Public input needed Aug. 4” (Editorial) Bradford County Telegraph July 21, 1994 

“Workshop may help determine city’s future” Bradford County Telegraph July 28, 1994 

“Participate in U.S. 301 workshop” (Editorial) Bradford County Telegraph August 4, 1994 

“…or prepare for the consequences” (Editorial) Bradford County Telegraph August 4, 1994 

“301 controversy continues’ Bradford County Telegraph August 11, 1994 

“Which way should it go? BC residents should decide (Editorial) Bradford County Telegraph August 11, 1994 

“Let’s all hang together” (Editorial) Bradford County Telegraph August 18, 1994 

“301 consensus: 8 lanes best” Bradford County Telegraph August 18, 1994 

“Consider what 8-lanes will do to Starke” (Letter to Editor) Bradford County Telegraph September 1, 1994 

“No foresight on 301 issue” (Letter to Editor) Bradford County Telegraph September 1, 1994 

”Officials plan U.S. 301 study” Gainesville Sun September 14, 1994 

“No time to rest” (Editorial) Bradford County Telegraph November 10, 1994 

“301 choices narrowed” Bradford County Telegraph January 26, 1995 

“301: still long road ahead” Bradford County Telegraph March 23, 1995 

“Price tag mounts on in-town 301 alternate” Bradford County Telegraph June 22, 1995 

”301 will likely go around” Bradford County Telegraph July 20, 1995 

“301 bypass would limit access” Bradford County Telegraph August 31, 1995 

“Annex area 301 is bound for” Bradford County Telegraph September 14, 1995 

“301 decision not due till 1997” Bradford County Telegraph November 9, 1995 

“Price tag on 301 options more equal” Bradford County Telegraph November 16, 1995 

“Public needs a say-so on construction” Bradford County Telegraph November 23, 1995 

“Chamber-DOT meeting set – 301 economic impact on agenda” Bradford County Telegraph May 30, 1996 

“301 project economic impact – Will it hurt as much as we think?” Bradford County Telegraph June 6, 1996 

“A few suggestions to make the world a better place” Bradford County Telegraph June 14, 2001 

“DOT updates 301 bypass plan for Starke” Bradford County Telegraph August 9, 2001 

“Improving traffic flow is aim of plan that target removing Call 
Street light” 

Bradford County Telegraph April 25, 2002 

“Meeting set Jan. 14 on proposed US-301 bypass project” Bradford County Telegraph January 2, 2003 

“Meeting set Jan. 14 on proposed US-301 bypass project” Bradford County Telegraph January 9, 2003 

“301 solution could be chosen by end of this year.  Actual 
construction is still likely 15 years out.” 

Bradford County Telegraph January 16, 2003 

“Bypass Starke, reader urges” Bradford County Telegraph January 30, 2003 

“Starke Commission favors urban corridor” Bradford County Telegraph March 6, 2003 

“Chamber wants to ensure local input on 301’s future” Bradford County Telegraph April 3, 2003 

“Flashing lights may help clear traffic in Starke” Bradford County Telegraph April 3, 2003 

“301 Bypass project to be discussed this summer” Bradford County Telegraph April 19, 2001 

“301 speed limit to be changed south of Starke” Bradford County Telegraph May 8, 2003 

“Milner: local traffic plan needed too” Bradford County Telegraph May 15, 2003 

“Study requested on Call St./301 light” Bradford County Telegraph May 15, 2003 
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Article Headlines Publication Date Published 

“301 bypass, ‘Don’t delay,’ urges reader Bradford County Telegraph June 19, 2003 

“301 decision to be made in fall” Bradford County Telegraph July 10, 2003 

“Reader wants traffic dollars spent more wisely” Bradford County Telegraph February 19, 2004 

“Traffic report anticipates changes to 301” Bradford County Telegraph March 11, 2004 

“Chamber revamps short, long-term goals” Bradford County Telegraph March 18, 2004 

“Road war-traffic congestion” Bradford County Telegraph April 22, 2004 

“Master traffic plan to suggest solutions” Bradford County Telegraph May 06, 2004 

“Local leaders wrestle with traffic problems” Bradford County Telegraph May 27, 2004 

“The state Department of Transportation is preparing to perform 
needed maintenance on US-301 (S.R.-200)” 

Bradford County Telegraph July 01, 2004 

“Condemnation:  Meeting called to inform landowners of their 
options in face of 301 changes” 

Bradford County Telegraph April 14, 2005 

“Condemned property owners entitled to fair compensation” Bradford County Telegraph April 21, 2005 

“Chamber board prefers bypass” Bradford County Telegraph June 02, 2005 

“301 decision delayed again” Bradford County Telegraph June 16, 2005 

“Chamber makes a stand” Bradford County Telegraph June 30, 2005 

“Unified from needed to speed bypass project construction” Bradford County Telegraph November 4, 2005 

“County and City support bypass” Bradford County Telegraph November 18, 2005 

“New bypass needed” - editorial Gainesville Sun  February 4, 2006 

“Bypass, overpass? Don’t hold your breath” Bradford County Telegraph May 19, 2006 

“Bypass decision awaits further review” Bradford County Telegraph August 11, 2006 

“Bypass back in spotlight” Bradford County Telegraph July 10, 2008 

“Life After a US 301 Bypass” TV-20 (Newscast) May 26, 2011 

“Project would improve access at Sampson Lake” Bradford County Telegraph January 26,-2012 

“SRWMD proposing wetlands mitigation project” Bradford County Telegraph February 16, 2012 

“DOT: Surveying continues for U.S. 301 bypass” Bradford County Telegraph August 7, 2012 

 

7.6.5 CITIZEN PETITION 

FDOT received a petition in 2005 signed by 245 citizens opposing the widening of US 301 to six lanes 
within the city (Urban Alternative) and indicating that the bypass (Rural Alternative) would not be 
visible from the city limits and would do more to eliminate traffic congestion within the city.  A copy of 
this petition is included in Appendix B as Exhibit B.8. 

7.7 PUBLIC HEARING 

A Public Hearing was held on Thursday evening, January 10, 2013, at the Bradford County Fair 
Association Building 1.  An informal open house session began at 4:30 PM, and a formal presentation 
and question and answer session began at 6:30 PM.  The DEIS was made available for review at the 
Bradford County Public Library prior to the hearing.  The legal notice of the hearing was published in 
Bradford County Telegraph on December 20, 2012 and January 3, 2013 and on the Florida 
Administrative Register website on January 3, 2013.  Letters were mailed to property owners within 
300 feet of the proposed centerline and other interested persons.  All public officials were notified by 
email.  A notice was also posted on the Bradford County and FDOT websites. 

The hearing was held to inform the public of the preliminary results of the study and to give the public 
the opportunity to express their views regarding specific location, design, socio-economic effects, and 
environmental impacts associated with the project.  Mr. William R. Henderson, FDOT’s District Two 
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Project Planning and Environmental Manager, presided at the hearing.  FDOT and its consultants 
were on hand at the meeting room prior to the formal proceedings to informally discuss the project with 
the general public.  FDOT right-of-way staff was also available to address specific questions on a one-
on-one basis.  Approximately 126 persons attended the hearing. 

Following introductory remarks, Mr. Henderson introduced an audio-visual presentation which 
summarized the need for the facility and the relative merits of the alternates based on their levels of 
service and socio-economic and environmental impacts.  Included within the presentation was a 
description of right-of-way acquisition procedures with a particular reference to State and Federal 
relocation assistance programs.  Following the presentation, the next portion of the hearing was 
devoted to comments and questions.  A copy of the official Public Hearing Transcript is included in 
Appendix A, Exhibit A.43. 

Specific questions and comments raised at the Public Hearing were answered at the hearing, in this 
report, by letter or during informal discussions with concerned individuals.  No persons spoke for the 
public hearing record at the hearing.  There were two questions addressed during the formal 
proceedings and nine written statements, letters, or emails received within the time period allotted for 
comments.  The following summarizes the substantive questions and comments made for the Public 
Hearing record and corresponding responses.   

Question:  Mr. Charlie Charles asked if the DOT had performed a study of the adverse economic 
impact to businesses that will be bypassed. 

Response:  An Economic Impact Analysis was completed for the project that studied both the Urban 
Alternative (widening) and the Rural Alternative (bypass).  The conclusions were that the impacts of 
both alternatives will be greatest in the early years, in terms of disruption and loss of activity.  Activity 
will be restored as businesses relocate, consumers adjust their travel patterns, and new properties are 
developed or redeveloped along either alternative.  The City of Starke’s position as a rural trade and 
service center and its lack of competition for traveler-oriented services along U.S. 301 make it highly 
unlikely that economic activity will shift to areas outside of Bradford County.  Based on review of other 
similar sized cities with bypasses, business activity is expected to be regained in three to five years. 

Question:  Mr. Charlie Charles asked if the DOT considered a two-lane mandatory truck route to 
relieve U.S. 301 congestion without harming businesses along the 301 corridor. 

Response:  Restricting the bypass to trucks only has not been seriously considered, because when a 
road is constructed in the state, everyone has a right to use the facility. 

Comment:  Mr. John Torode commented that there needs to be at least one or two crossovers located 
between the beginning of the bypass on the south end and the first red light for businesses and 
property owners, so they don’t have to go to the light and make a U-turn to access their business or 
property.  Mr. John Torode also requested that the proposed pond located on the Torode property be 
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relocated to the city property or another location.  He stated the site has valuable road frontage and 
should not be used for a pond. 

Response:  The location and spacing of median openings is based on the classification of the road, 
the amount of traffic, design speed and other roadway design and safety related issues.  The siting of 
ponds is a detail considered during the drainage design and right-of-way acquisition.  These 
comments have been forwarded to the design team and right-of-way staff for future consideration. 

Comment:  Ms. D. Nett requested that the FDOT consider a crossover between Prevatt Creek and 
intersection of U.S. 301 and bypass for existing businesses. 

Response:  The location and spacing of median openings is based on the classification of the road, 
the amount of traffic, design speed and other roadway design and safety related issues.  This 
comment has been forwarded to the design team for consideration. 

Comment:  Mrs. Karen Jordan, Court Area Manager, indicated that because the courts employees 
must travel between six area counties it would be helpful to have regular updates emailed to 
employees as to when road closures or detours due to construction may impact their travel. 

Response:  Once construction funds become available and the construction activities begin, 
notifications of weekly activities that may impact traffic can be monitored through the 
www.northfloridaroads.com website. 

Comment:  Ms. Linda Stewart does not think that the proposed access road through her property is a 
good idea because it is currently zoned for 4 houses per acre. 

Response:  This comment has been forwarded to the right-of-way staff for consideration during the 
right-of-way acquisition phase. 

Comment:  Mr. Michael D. Garrison stated that an acceleration lane is needed at the intersection of 
C.R. 233 and U.S. 301. 

Response:  This location would not be an ideal place for an acceleration lane because there is a 
signal proposed approximately 1500 feet south of C.R. 233 for access to downtown Starke.  This 
signal will cause traffic to slow and make it difficult for traffic in an acceleration lane to find an 
acceptable gap to merge over.  In addition, the short distance to the signal would not provide sufficient 
length for traffic to weave over to make a left turn at the signal.  Therefore, it has been determined that 
it would be safer for drivers on C.R. 233 to come to a complete stop and wait for an acceptable gap in 
traffic. 

Comment:  Mr. John Jarmon is concerned about runoff from the existing U.S. 301 and the bypass 
being diverted down C.R. 233 which will compound his current drainage problems. 

http://www.northfloridaroads.com/
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Response:  The design team is currently looking at options to revise the drainage design to convey 
water under C.R. 233 so that less water is diverted down C.R. 233. 

Comment:  Mr. Joe Wood explained that the cemetery that has been identified on his property (Brymer 
Cemetery) is no longer there because the graves were removed by a court order and relocated in 
1986.  Mr. Wood requested that the designation of the cemetery be removed from all documents, 
drawings, other relevant records, and discussions concerning or related to his property. 

Response:  In all final reports and future references, FDOT will refer to the cemetery as the “former” 
Brymer Cemetery. 

Comment:  Mr. Charlie Charles sent a follow-up email outlining the concerns he expressed in 
questions at the Public Hearing regarding the potential economic impact to his business on U.S. 301 
as the result of a bypass and whether a two-lane truck route had been considered. 

Response:  See responses to Mr. Charles’ questions above. 

Comment:  Ms. Wanda Gunter and Mr. Ronald Gunter question the need for a bypass and don’t agree 
with comments regarding traffic congestion on U.S. 301 in Starke.  They explained that they have lived 
in their mobile home for 40 years and will be relocated by the Rural Alternative.  This relocation will 
change their retirement plans to stay at their current location.  They request to stay in Bradford County 
and live in similar conditions as they do currently. 

Response:  This comment has been forwarded to the right-of-way staff for consideration during the 
right-of-way acquisition phase. 

7.8 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT REVIEW COMMENTS 

The DEIS was distributed for review and comment to the agencies listed in Section 6.  Comments 
were received from FAA, FDEP (Office of Intergovernmental Coordination, State Clearinghouse) 
USACE, USEPA, and USDOI (see Appendix A, Exhibits A.44 through A.48, respectively).  These 
comments were considered in the preparation of the FEIS, as indicated by the following responses: 

Federal Aviation Authority – Correspondence of January 9, 2013 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.44) 

Comment:  FAA indicated that neither of the proposed alternatives will have an effect on any nearby 
airports or aviation facilities. 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), State Clearinghouse – 
Correspondence January 16, 2013 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.45). 

Comment:  The Florida State Clearinghouse, coordinated a review of the DEIS under the authority of 
Presidential Executive Order 12372; Section 403.061(42), Florida Statutes; the Coastal Zone 
Management Act, 16 U.S.C., Sections 1451-1464, as amended; and the NEPA, 42 U.S.C, Sections 



SECTION 7   COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 7-29 
Starke U.S. 301 Corridor Study 

4321-4347, as amended.  Based on the information contained in the DEIS addressing the comments 
provided previously by the review agencies, the state has no objections to allocation of federal funds 
for the proposed project and therefore, the funding award is consistent with the FCMP. 

Comment:  FDEP issues raised in the earlier review of ETDM #7640 have been addressed. 

Comment:  FDOS had no comment and maintains that the project is consistent. 

Comment:  NCFRPC reported that Mayor Travis V. Woods of the City of Starke has consulted with the 
FDOT staff regarding the DEIS and probable adverse environmental effects of the project to verify that 
the relocation assistance program for affected homes, businesses and wastewater facilities whould be 
of no cost to the City of Starke. 

Response:  FDOT responded to the City of Starke that there would be no relocation cost to the city. 

Comment:  FDEO found the project consistent with the local comprehensive plans.  Both alternatives 
are shown on the Future Transportation Maps in the respective comprehensive plans. 

Comment:  FFWCC found the project consistent. 

Comment:  SRWMD indicated that all previous comments were addressed in the DEIS. 

Department of the Army, Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers – Correspondence of 
January 31, 2013 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.46)  

Comment:  USACE requested that a specific modification to include the transportation study area in 
the project purpose. 

Response:  The modification was made as requested to the project purpose statement (see Section 
1.0.) 

Comment:  USACE requested that the conclusion in the Wetland Evaluation Report be modified to 
state the functional units of loss not the acres of loss. 

Response:  The modification was made as requested in the WER, included with the technical 
documents on the DVD attached to the FEIS. 

Comment:  USACE requested an evaluation of the Least Environmentally Damaging Alternative 
(LEDPA) and the benefits or detriments the proposed project may have on Public Interest Factors 
established by the Clear Water Act.  Based on the information provided the Corps does not believe the 
publically preferred alternative is the LEDPA, and that additional analysis of direct; indirect and 
cumulative impacts; and compensatory mitigation will be needed to identify the LEDPA.  

Response:  The Evaluation Matrix in Section 2.0 has been modified to provide a more detailed LEDPA 
analysis as requested.  Additional analysis of the indirect and cumulative impacts has been completed 
and included in Section 4.6, Indirect and Cumulative Impacts.  A conceptual mitigation strategy is 
further described in Section 4.4.5.5. 

Comment:  USACE would like to see a more detailed discussion on wetland avoidance and 
minimization that includes a qualitative and quantitative description of avoidance and minimization 
measures, such as size and type of bridges and cross drains. 

Response:  A significant effort to avoid and minimize wetland impacts has occurred throughout the 
project development process.  Additional detailed information that describes the bridge and cross 
drains sizes and how they support movement of wildlife has been added to the discussion in Section 
4.4.5.1, Wetland Avoidance and Minimization. 

Comment:   USACE would like to see more discussion on habitat fragmentation and methods to 
minimize adverse impacts. 

Response:  No wildlife corridors have been identified in the project area.  The discussion in Section 
4.4.14.2 has been further detailed with regard to wildlife movement. 

Comment:  A comprehensive cumulative impact analysis is required in the document and will be 
carried forward into permitting. 
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Response:  An Indirect and Cumulative Effects analysis has been prepared and summarized in 
Sections 4.6, Indirect Effects and Section 4.7, Cumulative Effects.  A copy of the complete technical 
document, Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report, is included on the attached DVD. 

Comment:  A quantitative and qualitative mitigation strategy which stratifies the 2008 Final Mitigation 
Rule should be identified in the document. 

Response:  A strategy to mitigate wetland impacts has been developed and described in Section 
4.4.5.5, Conceptual Mitigation.  A more detailed plan will be developed in coordination with USACE 
and SRWMD. 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) – Correspondence of February 13, 
2013 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.47) 

Comment:  Regarding the project Summary, the USEPA points out that, as a cooperating agency, 
concurrence with the USACE is required; proper coordination with permitting agencies will need to 
include various concurrence points to ensure that design details include proper avoidance and 
minimization measures; and the discussion on cumulative impact needs to better reflect the definition 
of cumulative impact. 

Response:  USACE has reviewed and commented on the DEIS and coordination will continue on the 
FEIS.  An Indirect and Cumulative Effects analysis has been completed for the project and included 
with the technical documents on the attached DVD.  This report will be more accurately summarized. 

Comment: USEPA recommends that the results of any coordination or Section 106 consultation be 
included in the FEIS.  

Response:  All consultations regarding Section 106 properties are included in the FEIS, all such 
correspondence is included in Appendix A, which is included on the attached DVD. 

Comment:  USEPA reviewed the noise study and requested that the noise metric by which the NAC is 
being reported by clarified.  USEPA find that a +10 dB(A) increase better identifies the threshold 
because it represents a doubling of noise at any ambient noise level.  USEPA recommends that 
additional noise mitigation be considered in the FEIS, such as property acquisition, pavement types, 
earthen berms, truck noise, and combined methods.  USEPA also recommends that noise impacts to 
wildlife be addressed and the duration of construction be indicated. 

Response: The noise metric has been defined in Section 4.4.4.2, Noise Impacts as requested.  The 23 
CFR 772 purposefully provides the State highway agencies with flexibility to establish their own 
definition of “substantial increase”.  A 10 dB(A) increase in noise levels is a doubling of the perceived 
loudness.  A 15 dB(A) increase in noise levels represents more than a doubling of the loudness.  
FHWA accepts a well-reasoned definition that is uniformly and consistently applied.  A 15 dB(A) 
increase is a definition that is uniformly and consistently used in the State of Florida as described in 
Part II, Chapter 17, FDOT PD&E Guidelines.  Alternative mitigation measures described above have 
been considered and the following comments are offered.   

 Property acquisition – The residences and businesses that have been identified for relocation 
under any of the Build Alternatives will not be acquired for the purpose of noise abatement.  
Acquisition of a residence or business for the purpose of noise abatement is not documented 
in 23 CFR 772 as an abatement option. The acquisition of the balance of a noise sensitive site 
from which there is a taking, if acquisition is less expensive and disruptive than other methods, 
is allowed by the FHWA approved PD&E guidelines.  The guidelines acknowledge that 
acquisition would probably not meet the cost reasonableness criteria; therefore, 
implementation of this abatement measure is unlikely.  

 Pavement types – FHWA policy states that the use of any pavement types other than the 
model default “Average” must be substantiated and approved.  In order for adjustments to be 
made for pavement type in the prediction of traffic noise levels, FHWA requires a definite 
knowledge on a pavement type’s noise generating characteristics and the durability of the 
pavement type in the prediction of traffic noise levels, FHWA requires a definite knowledge on 
a pavement type’s noise generating characteristics and the durability of the pavement type to 
maintain those characteristics over time.  FDOT has not applied to FHWA for approval of a 
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different pavement type, nor does FDOT have the data to support a known amount of 
reduction over a long time period.  Therefore, taking credit for a reduction attributable to 
pavement type is not allowed. 

 Earthen berms – Given the topography of the project study area, the use of earthen berms is 
not considered a feasible mitigation option for this project. 

 Truck noise – Traffic management measures such as modified speed limits, traffic control 
devices, prohibition of certain vehicle types, time-use restriction for certain vehicle types, time-
use restriction for certain vehicle types, and exclusive lane designation applied for the purpose 
of reducing traffic noise levels would impede the operational characteristics of this facility and 
are not considered reasonable or feasible with this project. 

 Combined methods – FDOT will continue to explore additional noise mitigation options 
including the use of combined methods. 

Traffic noise impacts analysis is conducted by FDOT under the rules and regulations administered by 
FHWA.  No metrics for impact to wildlife is currently contained in the rules and regulations. 

Once construction begins, the construction is anticipated to be completed within three years.  This 
time frame has been added to the discussion in Section 4.4.4.4, Construction Noise Impacts. 

Comment:  USEPA indicates that more details regarding bridges and cross drains should be included 
in the FEIS.   

Response:   Additional detailed information that describes the bridge and cross drains sizes and how 
they minimize wetland and floodplain impacts and support movement of wildlife has been added to the 
discussion in Section 4.4.5.1, Wetland Avoidance and Minimization. 

Comment:  USEPA requests that the FEIS include detailed information regarding a wetlands mitigation 
plan.  As part of the LEDPA decision, FDOT and the USACE should ensure that adequate 
compensatory mitigation is available for the selected alternative and after avoidance and minimization 
has been accomplished. 

Response:  A strategy to mitigate wetland impacts has been developed and described in Section 
4.4.5.5, Conceptual Mitigation.  A more detailed plan will be developed and approved in coordination 
with USACE and SRWMD. 

Comment:  USEPA indicates that the FEIS should identify the specific BMPs to be applied to attain 
appropriate reductions in sediment loads and what additional monitoring will be applied to attain 
pollutant reductions.  Mitigation measures related to protection of water quality should be tailored 
depending on the condition of the specific water resource as well as the severity of the potential 
impacts.  All appropriate steps should be taken to address potential impacts to water quality within 
streams and wetlands.  Proper control of storm water runoff during construction will be critical.  
Construction activities have the potential to introduce sediments in adjacent water bodies that could 
exacerbate problems relative to increasing sediment oxygen demand which affects dissolved oxygen 
levels.  Monitoring commitments should be included to ensure that water quality and in-stream habitat 
are fully protected. 

To further assist in the long-term reduction of pollutant loading to surface water resources in the 
project area, EPA recommends that storm water runoff from the proposed roadway be collected and 
treated before being discharged to surfaces waters.  In other areas, typical BMPs, including the use of 
staked hay bales, silt fences, mulching and reseeding, and use of buffer zones along water bodies, 
are appropriate.  These types of commitments should be included in the FEIS.  

Response:  In accordance with FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, all 
BMPs for erosion control and water quality considerations will be adhered to during the construction 
phase of the project, as stated in Section 8.1, Commitments.  Details of the BMPs will be developed 
during the design phase and will include the SWPPP.  Monitoring is included in the BMPs and is 
enforced through the permitting process.  The proposed storm water facility design includes, at a 
minimum, the water quantity and quality and nutrient removal requirements for water quality impacts 
as required by USEPA NPDES program, the SRWMD Rules 40B-4 and FDEP Statewide Stormwater 
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Treatment Rule.  Therefore, no further mitigation for water quality impact will be needed.  During the 
design and permitting phase of the project, close coordination will be carried out with appropriate 
agencies, including: USEPA, FDEP, SRWMD, and USACE.  

Comment:  USEPA states that the FEIS should identify whether the preferred alternative is the least 
environmentally damaging practicable alternative that satisfies the Purpose and Need per the Clean 
Water Act, Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Section 230). 

Response:  The Evaluation Matrix, in Section 2.0, has been modified to provide a more detailed 
LEDPA analysis as requested.   

Comment:  USEPA recommends that the FEIS include information regarding contamination sites 
associate with the preferred alternative and what type of additional site assessment will be needed, 
included what type, if any, site remediation will be needed in order for construction activities to 
proceed.   

Response:  FDOT will to perform site assessments to determine levels of contamination and, if 
necessary, evaluate the options to remediate along with the associated costs as described in Section 
4.4.10.3, Recommendations for Potential Contamination Sites.  Resolution of problems associated 
with contamination will be coordinated with appropriate regulatory agencies and, prior to right-of-way 
acquisition, appropriate action will be taken, where applicable. 

Comment:  USEPA recommends that the FEIS include information regarding floodplains associated 
with the preferred alternative and what types of additional avoidance or minimization efforts will be 
needed to meet regulatory floodplain standards.  The FEIS should also include mitigation 
commitments for unavoidable floodplain impacts. 

Response:  The project will be designed consistent with local (FEMA), FDOT and SRWMD design 
guidelines.  No significant changes in base flood elevation or limits will occur.  Drainage structures 
conveying floodplains will be sized to generate less than 0.1 feet of backwater during a 100-year flood 
event.  Detailed volumetric floodplain calculations will be provided for all floodplain encroachments 
where the encroachment volume exceeds 0.1% of the 100-year flood volume.  Floodplain 
compensation will be taking place in each selected storm water ponds.  

Comment:  USEPA requests that continued coordination with appropriate agencies should take place 
to insure that there are no 4(f) resources which would be impacted by the project. 

Response:  Coordination will be on-going. 

Comment:  USEPA requests that the FEIS include the indirect and cumulative effects associated with 
the preferred alternative.  It should also include avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures that 
will be utilized to help reduce indirect and cumulative effects.   

Response:  An Indirect and Cumulative Effects analysis has been prepared and summarized in 
Sections 4.6, Indirect Effects and Section 4.7, Cumulative Effects.  A copy of the complete technical 
document, Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report, is included on the attached DVD. 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance – 
Correspondence of Februrary 28, 2013 (Appendix A, Exhibit A.48). 

Comment:  USDOI requests that the word “will” be changed to “would” in the Environmental 
Consequences discussion. 

Response:  The wording change has been made as requested. 

7.9 SUMMATION 

Public comments received during the PD&E Study indicate that the Rural Alternative (bypass) is the 
locally preferred alternative.  The Rural Alternative is a four-lane divided limited access facility from 
south of the Starke city limits just north of Prevatt Creek to north of the Starke city limits just north of 
C.R. 233.  Section 2.3.4.2 provides a detailed description of the Rural Alternative and the proposed 
typical section. 
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Public comments received through an extensive public involvement program and the Public Hearing 
process primarily dealt with concern over the effects of a bypass on business owners, property 
access, relocations and traffic operations.  The Public Hearing Transcript and public comment are 
included in Appendix A, as Exhibit A.44.  Public comments will be further considered in the design and 
right-of-way phases of the project.  Business owner concerns regarding the impacts of a bypass are 
addressed in a special study of the economic impacts of both design alternatives.  This information is 
summarized in Section 4.1, Social and Economic Impacts, of this document.  The Economic Impact 
Analysis is included with the Technical Documents on the attached DVD.  A Conceptual Stage 
Relocation Plan has been prepared for the project and is summarized in Section 4.1, Social and 
Economic Impacts. 

The ETDM review comments are included in the ETDM Summary Report with a response provided by 
the FDOT coordinator.  This report is included in Appendix A, as Exhibit A.21.  Section 4, 
Environmental Consequences, summarizes the findings of specific environmental studies that have 
been conducted for the proposed project.  FDOT will continue to coordinate the project design phase 
with the environmental permit agencies. 

SHPO has concurred with FHWA findings regarding archaeological and historic resources in the 
project area (Appendix A, Exhibits A.24, A.26-A.29, A.31, A.32, A.41, and A.42).  FDOT will build a 
fence around the newly identified boundaries of the Keller Cemetery to protect it from damage; and 
prior to construction at the site of the former Brymer Cemetery, the land surface will be scraped to 
determine if additional graves exist and need to be moved.  An archaeological monitoring report will be 
submitted to SHPO that documents the mechanical scraping and any subsequent excavations at the 
former Brymer Cemetery site.  All of these activities will be coordinated with SHPO.  Coordination with 
the Indian tribes did not result in any objections to the proposed project (Appendix A, Exhibits A39 and 
A.40). 

USFWS has concurred that the project is not likely to adversely affect the Eastern indigo snake or any 
other federally listed species, or adversely modify any existing critical habitats (Appendix A, Exhibits 
A.25 and A.30). 

The FDEP, as the Florida State Clearinghouse, coordinated a review of the DEIS under the authority 
of Presidential Executive Order 12372; Section 403.061(42), Florida Statutes; the Coastal Zone 
Management Act, 16 U.S.C., Sections 1451-1464, as amended; and the NEPA, 42 U.S.C, Sections 
4321-4347, as amended.  The state has no objections to allocation of federal funds for the proposed 
project and therefore, the funding award is consistent with the FCMP (Appendix A, Exhibit A 43). 

Additional analysis of the Indirect and Cumulative Effects and analysis of the Least Environmentally 
Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) was completed for the FEIS.  These analyses results in the 
conclusion that the locally preferred Rural Alternative is the LEDPA.
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8.0 COMMITMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

8.1 COMMITMENTS 

The FDOT is committed to the following measures in order to minimize the impacts of the proposed 
project on the human and natural environment: 

 FDOT will carry out a right-of-way and relocation program in accordance with Florida Statutes 
339.0 and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970 
(Public Law 91-646 as amended by Public Law 100-17). 

 Property access will be maintained with provision of proposed access roads to severed parcels. 

 An archaeological monitoring report documenting the mechanical scraping and any subsequent 
excavations at the site of the former Brymer Cemetery will be submitted to SHPO. 

 The boundaries of the Keller Cemetery will be adequately marked with a construction fence to 
assure that no disturbance of the cemetery will occur during construction.   

 Wetland impacts that will result from the construction of the project will be mitigated to satisfy all 
mitigation requirements pursuant to Section 373.4137, F.S., of Part IV, Chapter 373, F.S. and 33 
CFR Parts 325 and 332, Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344). 

 Wildlife passage will be accomplished by designing appropriate bridge lengths, culvert locations, 
signage, and construction of dedicated wildlife crossings where justified.  These efforts will follow 
the FDOT Wildlife Crossing Guidelines. 

 To assure protection of the Eastern indigo snake during construction, FDOT will incorporate the 
USFWS Standard Protection Measures for the Eastern Indigo Snake into the final project design 
and will require that the construction contractor abide strictly to the guidelines during construction. 

 Although the Bald Eagle has been delisted as a federal threatened species, protection will 
continue under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

 Should any gopher tortoise involvement be identified in future phases of the project, the FWC 
Gopher Tortoise Permitting Guidelines will be utilized. 

 FDOT will perform a site assessment to determine levels of contamination and, if necessary, 
evaluate the options to remediate along with the associated costs.  Resolution of problems asso-
ciated with contamination will be coordinated with appropriate regulatory agencies and, prior to 
right-of-way acquisition, appropriate action will be taken, where applicable. 

 In accordance with FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, all Best 
Management Practices for erosion control and water quality considerations will be adhered to 
during the construction phase of the project. 

8.2 RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Rural Alternative (bypass) is being recommended for Location and Concept Acceptance after 
completion of the Public Hearing, Programming Screen of the Florida Efficient Transportation Decision 
Making (ETDM) process, detailed technical studies, and extensive public involvement.  The Rural 
Alternative meets the project need and is the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative.  
The Rural Alternative has the least impact to the community and cultural resources, with no substantial 
impacts to the natural environment, and with the most public support. 

The Rural Alternative is a four-lane limited access highway facility intended to route through traffic 
around the more developed and congested segments of U.S. 301 including the City of Starke.  The 
Rural Alternative alignment begins on existing U.S. 301 1.5 miles south of the Starke city limits at 
Prevatt Creek and continues on new location, west of the existing route for a distance of approximately 
7 miles, returning and ending on existing U.S. 301 approximately 2.2 miles north of Starke at C.R. 233 
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(Morgan Road).  The horizontal alignment meets the 70 mph design speed for rural highways.  The 
Rural Alternative is further described in Section 2.3.4.2. 

The Rural Alternative will require a minimum right-of-way width of 300 feet, with additional right-of-way 
requirements at locations of interchanges and storm water retention ponds.  The typical section will 
include two travel lanes in each direction, paved shoulders, a grassed 64-foot wide median and side 
swales for drainage.  Figure 2.14 shows the proposed Rural Alternative typical section.  Overpasses 
will be constructed over C.R. 100A, the CSX Railroad, C.R. 229.  Grade-separated interchanges will 
be constructed to provide access at S.R. 100 and S.R. 16. 
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9.0 ACRONYMS 

  

AADT Annual Average Daily Traffic 

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 

AN Advance Notification 

APE Area of Potential Effect 

ASR&G Atlantic Suwannee River and Gulf 

BGEPA Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 

BMP Best Management Practices 

C.R. County Road 

CEC Clay Electric Cooperative 

CENTEL Central Telephone 

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 

CFA Core Foraging Area 

CO Carbon Monoxide 

CRAS Cultural Resources Assessment Survey 

CSER Contamination Screening Evaluation Report 

CSRP Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan 

DCA Department of Community Affairs 

DEIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

EFH Essential Fish Habitat 

ERP Environmental Resource Permit 

ESBA Endangered Species Biological Assessment 

EST Environmental Screening Tool 

ETDM Efficient Transportation Decision-Making 

F.A.C. Florida Administrative Code 

FCMP Florida Coastal Management Plan 

FDEO Florida Department of Economic Opportunity 

FDEP Florida Department of Environmental Protection 

FDOT Florida Department of Transportation 

FEIS Final Environmental Impact Statement 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FGFWFC Florida Game and Freshwater Fish Commission (former name of FWC) 

FHP Florida Highway Patrol 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Maps 

FLUCCS Florida Land Use, Cover, Forms Classification System 

FMSF Florida Master Site File 

FNAI Florida Natural Areas Inventory 

FPL Florida Power and Light 

FR Federal Register 

FWC Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
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FY Fiscal Year 

GHG Greenhouse Gas 

GIS Geographic Information System 

HCM Highway Capacity Manual 

LEDPA Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative  

LOS Level of Service 

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NAC Noise Abatement Criteria 

NCFRPC North Central Florida Regional Planning Council 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NHS National Highway System 

NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service 

NRHP National Register of Historic Places 

NSR Noise Study Report 

NWI National Wetland Inventory 

PD&E Project Development and Environment 

PER Preliminary Engineering Report 

PIP Public Involvement Program 

PPM Plans Preparation Manual 

RSA Resource Study Area 

SAFETEA-LU Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:  A Legacy for Users 

S.R. State Road 

SFCC Santa Fe Community College 

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer 

SIS Florida Strategic Intermodal System 

SRWMD Suwannee River Water Management District 

STIP State Transportation Improvement Plan 

SUV Sport Utility Vehicle 

SWIM Surface Water Improvement and Management 

TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 

TSM Transportation Systems Management 

U.S. United States 

UMAM Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method  

USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 

USEPA U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

USDOT United States Department of Transportation 

USGS United States Geological Survey 

WER Wetland Evaluation Report 

WPA Works Progress Administration 
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ETDM Summary Report
 

Project #7640 - US 301 in Starke
 

Programming Screen - Published on 03/26/2007
 

Printed on: 5/02/2007
 

Exhibit A.21



Screening Summary Reports 

  

Introduction to Programming Screen Summary Report 

The Programming Screen Summary Report shown below is a read-only version of information contained in the 

Programming Screen Summary Report generated by the ETDM Coordinator for the selected project after 

completion of the ETAT Programming Screen review.  The purpose of the Programming Screen Summary 

Report is to summarize the results of the ETAT Programming Screen review of the project; provide details 

concerning agency comments about potential effects to natural, cultural, and community resources; and 

provide additional documentation of activities related to the Programming Phase for the project.  Available 

information for a Programming Screen Summary Report includes: 

 Screening Summary Report chart  

 Project Description information (including a summary description of the project, a summary of public 

comments on the project, and community-desired features identified during public involvement 

activities) 

 Purpose and Need information (including the Purpose and Need Statement and the results of agency 

reviews of the project Purpose and Need) 

 Alternative-specific information, consisting of descriptions of each alternative and associated road 

segments; an overview of ETAT Programming Screen reviews for each alternative; and agency 

comments concerning potential effects and degree of effect, by issue, to natural, cultural, and 

community resources. 

 Project Scope information, consisting of general project commitments resulting from the ETAT 

Programming Screen review, permits, and technical studies required (if any) 

 Class of Action determined for the project 

 Dispute Resolution Activity Log (if any) 

The legend for the Degree of Effect chart is provided in an appendix to the report.   

For complete documentation of the project record, also see the GIS Analysis Results Report published on the 

same date as the Programming Screen Summary Report. 
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1. Project Details1.1. Project Description Data1.1.1. Description Statement

1.1.2. Summary of Public Comments

1.1.3. Community Desired Features

1.2. Purpose & Need Data

Project Description Summary
This is a safety and capacity project. Alternatives including widening US 301 (Urban Alternative) and Starke bypass

(Rural Alternative) are being studied to relieve congestion and provide safer traffic operation in Starke.

Summary of Public Comments

Community Desired Features
No Desired Project Features Found.

Purpose and Need Statement
UPDATED PN Statement

System Linkage

WHAT IS OVERALL LINKAGE IN SYSTEM?

This project addresses the portion of SR 200/US 301 in Bradford County, from CR 227 to CR 233, through the City of

Starke; a distance of approximately 7.3 miles. This portion of SR 200/US 301 is generally a four-lane divided roadway

with a grass median. There is a 4-lane segment with a paved median from north of Alligator Creek to north of W Georgia

Street. The functional classification is Rural Principal Arterial from CR 227 to SE 48 Avenue. It changes to Urban

Principal Arterial from SE 48 Avenue to south of NW 183 Street and continues as Rural Principal Arterial from south of

NW 183 Street to CR 233. The 0.2 mile long segment of the study corridor, from Call St to Pratt St, is designated as a

"Construction Constrained Facility" by FDOT.

Beginning on the west coast of Florida at US 41 in Sarasota County, US 301 winds through central Florida and runs

generally northeast through the state to Bradford County and continues to the Florida/Georgia State line. It serves as an

alternate route to I-95 and I-75 between Tampa and Jacksonville. SR 200/US 301 in the project area passes through

Starke. It crosses Prevatt Creek, Alligator Creek, and branches of Water Oak Creek south and north of NE 185 Street.

A PDE Study, completed in 2005, recommends two build alternatives (Urban Alternative and Rural Alternative) for further

study (See attached pdf for more information). The Urban Alternative, with a West Rail Road Overpass Option, is

developed as a six-lane controlled access roadway centered on the existing alignment of SR 200/US 301 for much of the

project length. Within downtown Starke, a segment of the proposed alternative will be widened to include an auxiliary

lane as a continuous right turn lane. The Rural Alternative, also referred to as the Truck Bypass, is developed as a four-

lane limited access freeway facility west of Starke. It diverges and merges with the existing SR 200/US 301 at CR 233 to

the north of Starke and near CR 227 to the south of Starke. Where this corridor alternative involves the existing highway,

a six-lane rural arterial roadway section, consistent with FIHS (SIS) Standards is considered.

Purpose and Need

The purpose of the proposed project is to provide capacity improvements to the SR 200/U.S. 301 corridor through the

City of Starke urban area, from CR 227 to CR 233. These proposed improvements will address the heavy congestion

that currently prevents the corridor from functioning efficiently as part of a regional transportation link for freight,

emergency vehicles, emergency evacuation, and the traveling public.

U.S. 301 is part of the National Highway System (NHS), the Florida Strategic Intermodal System (SIS), and the Florida

Intrastate Highway System (FIHS). Therefore, the operational efficiency of U.S. 301 is important on a national, state,

regional and local level. Because of the location and connectivity of U.S. 301 in the highway network, there is a high

percentage of trucks and through traffic that travels through the project area. Within the urban area the crash rate is

higher than the statewide average for similar facilities

The current facility does not meet the level of service criteria and standards set by the FIHS and adopted in the local

government comprehensive plan. Due to the high volume of traffic and constrained conditions, improvements that would

meet the level of service standards are not possible within the current right-of-way.

Two build alternatives that increase capacity and upgrade the U.S. 301 corridor to meet FIHS criteria are currently under

review. An Urban Alternative, with a West Railroad Overpass Option, would widen the existing road from four to six lanes
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and require additional right-of-way. A Rural Alternative would result in the construction of a four-lane limited-access

bypass on new alignment on the west side of the Starke urban area. Only one build alternative will be recommended for

construction.

Supporting Information

National Highway System (NHS): U.S. 301 is identified as a principal arterial roadway in the National Highway System,

which includes roads that are important to provide access between an arterial and major port, airport, public

transportation facility or other intermodal transportation facility. U.S. 301 provides access to I-75, I-10, and I-95, the

airports and seaports in Jacksonville, and the CSX intermodal centers. The proposed project also connects to the

segment of U.S. 301 that has been designated as part of the Strategic Highway Network (STRAHNET) which connects

Camp Blanding to I-10, and to intermodal centers.

Florida???s Strategic Intermodal System (SIS): U.S. 301 is part of the SIS, a statewide network of high-priority

transportation facilities. The proposed project (2-998-120) is listed in the SIS 2030 Unfunded Needs Plan, as needed by

2015. SIS facilities are recognized as critical to Florida???s economy and quality of life. Bradford County has been

identified as a Rural Area of Economic Concern. The SIS includes the state???s largest and most significant commercial

service airports, spaceport, deepwater seaports, freight rail terminals, passenger rail and intercity bus terminals, rail

corridors, waterways and highways. It is estimated that the SIS highway facilities carry more than 68 percent of all truck

traffic and 54 percent of the total traffic on the State Highway System. U.S. 301 is heavily used by trucks traveling in a

northeast-southwest direction between I-95 and 1-75. Trucks and buses make up 21.61 percent of the daily traffic on

U.S. 301 through the City of Starke. Congestion and delays on U.S. 301 in the Starke urban area increases

transportation costs for motorists and trucking companies.

Florida Intrastate Highway System (FIHS): U.S. 301 has been identified as part of the FIHS because of its ability to move

high volumes of traffic across the state in a northeast-southwest orientation and its linkages to other strategic highways,

such as I-75, I-95, and I-10, and transportation centers such as the CSX intermodal center. Improvement projects on

U.S. 301 have been identified based on deficiencies with regard to FIHS criteria and standards. U.S. 301 through Starke

does not currently meet the FIHS design speed, level of service and access class criteria. The PDE Study has been

funded and on-going for a period of ten years. The design phase (2-154-52) of the Starke U.S. 301 Corridor project is

included in the 2025 Cost Feasible FIHS Plan for Fiscal Year 2021 ??? 2025.

The Florida 2025 Transportation Plan (FTP). The proposed project is consistent with the 2025 Florida Transportation

Plan long-range goals and objectives to develop an integrated transportation system that is optimized to serve specific

types of travel and enhance mobility. The FDOT has designated one segment of U.S. 301 within the city of Starke as a

"construction constrained facility" which means that adding two or more lanes to meet current or future traffic needs is

not possible because of physical or policy barriers. U.S. 301 from Call Street to Pratt Street (0.2 mi) is regarded as a

"construction constrained facility" because of the limited right-of-way and the amount of commercial development

adjacent the right-of-way. The Rural (Bypass) Alternative would meet this objective by removing long-haul traffic from the

central business district of Starke and easing the bottleneck caused by the at-grade rail crossing and school crossing

zone. A bypass would also ensure greater safety for the residents, businesses, and visitors in Starke, by providing a

more livable community, and by providing alternate routes for evacuation and emergency services.

Local Comprehensive Plan: Bradford County and the City of Starke are both planning for increased development. Along

U.S. 301 both to the north and south of the urban center, commercial uses will fill in where residential and currently

undeveloped areas exist. The current trend is for commercial and office development to occur along the highway to the

south of Call Street. A new industrial area has been designated to the southeast in the vicinity of the CSX main rail line

and the industrial area designated by the County. The infill of new commercial uses along U.S. 301 is expected to create

increased traffic and access demands. The Comprehensive Plan for the City of Starke, last updated October 2004,

includes a Traffic Circulation Element that identifies deficiencies in the level of service on U.S. 301 and recommends

improvements. The Recommended Transportation Improvements map indicates that U.S. 301 be widened to 6 lanes or

an equivalent action should be taken. The Comprehensive Plan Policy B.1.1.3 states that ???By communication to the

FDOT District Secretary, urge the FDOT to complete the PDE Study for U.S. 301???. Under ???Proposed

Improvements???, the plan indicates that six lanes are needed, but may not be feasible due to limited right-of-way and

the amount of commercial activity along the right-of-way. The plan recognizes that the FDOT is considering an alternate

rural route.

Population Projections: Historical population trends and current population projections indicate continued growth in the

State of Florida and in Bradford County. Florida???s population increased 24 percent in the decade from 1990 to 2000,
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and Bradford County???s population grew 16 percent. Over the current decade, from 2000 to the year 2010, the State

population is projected to increase 13 percent and the County???s at a rate of 10 percent.

Historical and Projected Population

Decade State of Florida Bradford County City of Starke

Population Change Population Change Population Change

Historical

1960 4,951,560 79% 12,446 9% 4,806 N/A

1970 6,791,418 37% 14,625 18% 4,848 2%

1980 9,746,324 44% 20,023 37% 5,306 8%

1990 12,937,926 33% 22,515 12% 5,226 -2%

2000 15,938,378 24% 26,088 16% 5,593 7%

Projected

2010 18,776,400 13% 28,800 10% NA N/A

2020 21,683,300 13% 31,500 9% N/A N/A

2030 24,420,700 13% 34,000 7% N/A N/A

Source: Florida Statistical Abstract 2001, Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of Florida.

Hurricane Evacuation: The North Central Florida Regional Planning Council (NCFRPC) has prepared the Hurricane

Inland Shelter Study. In this study, U.S. 301 is designated a part of the regional hurricane evacuation routing system.

U.S. 301 is an important roadway link during a hurricane evacuation because there are several public shelters in the

vicinity of and adjacent the road. These shelters include Bradford High School, Bradford Middle School, and the National

Guard Armory. Some Florida residents relocating from coastal areas, and Bradford County residents residing in the 100-

year floodplain or in mobile homes, would use U.S. 301 to evacuate to these shelters.

The section of U.S. 301 in front of the Bradford High School poses a problem as a part of the hurricane evacuation

routing system. This section of U.S. 301 has had a history of flooding after 2-3 inches of rain in a 24-hour period.

However, there have been some improvements that have helped the problem. The intersection at SR 100 is a serious

bottleneck, because SR 100 is also used as an evacuation route. Other local streets within the city of Starke are also

available as alternate routes.

Emergency Services: City of Starke Fire Department and the Bradford County Rescue provide emergency services to

the area. The fire station is located three blocks east of U.S. 301. In responding to calls, the trucks often try to avoid

travel on U.S. 301 due to heavy traffic congestion. When using U.S. 301, the fire trucks must often travel in the

northbound lanes to go south because the southbound travel lanes are full and vice versa. Alternate routes utilized by

the fire department are Jefferson or Walnut Streets. The fire and rescue units must often cross U.S. 301 at either Call or

Madison Streets. Crossing U.S. 301 is often very difficult due in part to the fact that there are not intersection signal

overrides for emergency service. The fire and rescue units have indicated that increasing traffic congestion on U.S. 301

has added to the emergency response time for fire service.

The City of Starke Police Department and the Florida Highway Patrol (FHP) provide traffic control and emergency

assistance on U.S. 301. The FHP indicates that there is seasonal variation in problems that occur on U.S. 301 due to

several factors, including the academic and fall home football games at the University of Florida in Gainesville to the

south. There are also delays caused by broken down vehicles, which are often owned by transient residents of Florida or

"snow-birds". The FHP indicated a need for an "incident management" system on U.S. 301.

Hazardous Material Transport: Hazardous materials are currently being transported on U.S. 301. The NCFRPC has

prepared a Regional Hazardous Materials Response Plan and have studies hazardous materials transport within the

area. They have identified major corridors within the region and to identify what types of material are being transported. It

is anticipated that U.S. 301 will continue to function as a major corridor for hazardous materials transport for several

reasons. First, there has been a state designated site for hazardous materials incineration in Union County and U.S. 301

is likely to be used by vehicles from other parts of the State to travel to this facility. A study conducted by the Florida

Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) as a part of this proposed siting found that the transportation impacts to

the surrounding roadways would be limited. Second, U.S. 301 is a major arterial corridor through this section of the state

and public input their preference that hazardous materials vehicles utilize U.S. 301 in lieu of I 75. The hazardous

materials transport along U.S. 301 through Starke is an important consideration.
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Purpose and Need Reviews

Federal Highway Administration Comments
Agency Acknowledgment Review Date

Federal Highway Administration Accepted 3/21/2007

Comments
3/21/07 - The below comments are carried forward from the previous submission and are retained here for the purpose

of "history".

The project description is not clear whether it is intended that one of the alternatives would be selected, or whether both

alternatives are being proposed for construction.

A succinct, clearly stated purpose and need statement that speaks directly to safety and congestion should be provided,

if those are the major issues surrounding the need for the project. The text following the statement can then serve to

substantiate the purpose and need. The Purpose and Need Statement should be developed based on input from the

public and participating agencies. For the Purpose and Need Statement, SAFETEA-LU requires a clear statement of

identified objectives that the proposed project is intended to achieve for improving transportation conditions. The

objectives should be derived from needs and may include, but are not limited to, the following outlined in SAFETEA-LU:

- Achieving a transportation objective identified in the statewide or metropolitan transportation plan;

- Supporting land use, economic development, or growth objectives established in applicable Federal State, local or

tribal plans;

- Serving national defense, national security, or other national objectives, as established in Federal laws, plans or

policies.

The level of service data in the project description report is very different than what was proposed in Table 1.3 of the

draft EIS. Information in the previous document indicated that US 301 north of SR 16 is projected to meet the FIHS LOS

standard of B in the year 2030. Coordination is needed to discuss the discrepancies in the traffic estimates and

projections. It is possible that the sections proposed for widening of the urban alternative north of SR 16 do not meet the

identified purpose and need (capacity and safety). The safety data cannot be assessed because the roadways

referenced do not show up on the maps provided. Uploaded information a great deal of supporting information for a

Purpose and Need Statement, but a statement (or Statements) that summarize this information has not yet been

developed.

The PD&E study, or at least the executive summary, should be included in the supporting documents.

FDOT District 2 Comments
Agency Acknowledgment Review Date

FDOT District 2 Understood 2/1/2007

Comments
Please see updated Purpose and Need Statement in attached document section.

FL Department of Environmental Protection Comments
Agency Acknowledgment Review Date

FL Department of Environmental Protection Understood 7/28/2006

Comments
No Purpose and Need Comments Were Found.

FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission Comments
Agency Acknowledgment Review Date

FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission Understood 7/27/2006

Comments
No Purpose and Need Comments Were Found.
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Suwannee River Water Management District Comments
Agency Acknowledgment Review Date

Suwannee River Water Management District Understood 7/27/2006

Comments
No Purpose and Need Comments Were Found.

US Environmental Protection Agency Comments
Agency Acknowledgment Review Date

US Environmental Protection Agency Understood 7/26/2006

Comments
No Purpose and Need Comments Were Found.

Suwannee River Water Management District Comments
Agency Acknowledgment Review Date

Suwannee River Water Management District Understood 7/25/2006

Comments
Purpose and need is understood.

US Fish and Wildlife Service Comments
Agency Acknowledgment Review Date

US Fish and Wildlife Service Understood 7/24/2006

Comments
No Purpose and Need Comments Were Found.

Miccosukee Tribe Comments
Agency Acknowledgment Review Date

Miccosukee Tribe Understood 7/20/2006

Comments
No Purpose and Need Comments Were Found.

National Marine Fisheries Service Comments
Agency Acknowledgment Review Date

National Marine Fisheries Service Understood 6/28/2006

Comments
No Purpose and Need Comments Were Found.

FL Department of State Comments
Agency Acknowledgment Review Date

FL Department of State Understood 6/19/2006

Comments
Excellent needs statement. Either alternative has potential cultural resources impacts.

Page 6 of 66 Printed on: 5/02/2007



2. Alternative-Specific Data2.1. Alternative #1

2.1.1. Alternative Description

2.1.2. Segment(s) Description

Alternative #1

Alternative Description
From CR 227

To CR 233

Type Traffic Operation Enhancement

Status ETAT Review Complete

Total Length 7.363 mi.

Cost
Modes Roadway

Location and Length
Segment #1

Name US 301

Beginning Location CR 227

Ending Location CR 233

Length (mi.) 7.363

Roadway Id Digitized

BMP ??

EMP ??

Jurisdiction and Class
Segment #1

Jurisdiction FDOT

Urban Service Area Out

Functional Class URBAN: Principal Arterial - Other

Current and Future Conditions
Base Conditions

Segment #1
Year 2004

AADT $36,000.00

Lanes 4

Config Lanes Divided

Interim Plan
Segment #1

Year
AADT unspecified

Lanes
Config

Needs Plan
Segment #1

Year
AADT unspecified

Lanes
Config

Cost Feasible Plan
Segment #1

Year
AADT unspecified
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2.1.3. Project Effects Overview

Lanes
Config

Funding Sources
Segment #1

UNFUNDED funding amount: $172,700,000.00

Project Effects Overview

Issue Degree of Effect Organization Date Reviewed
Natural
Air Quality 3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Coastal and Marine N/

A

N/A / No

Involvement

Suwannee River Water Management

District

7/25/2006

Coastal and Marine N/

A

N/A / No

Involvement

National Marine Fisheries Service 6/28/2006

Contaminated Sites 2 Minimal Federal Highway Administration 7/31/2006

Contaminated Sites 3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/27/2006

Contaminated Sites 3 Moderate Suwannee River Water Management

District

7/27/2006

Contaminated Sites 3 Moderate FL Department of Environmental

Protection

7/28/2006

Floodplains 2 Minimal US Environmental Protection Agency 7/26/2006

Floodplains 2 Minimal Suwannee River Water Management

District

7/27/2006

Navigation 0 None US Army Corps of Engineers 7/31/2006

Special Designations N/

A

N/A / No

Involvement

Suwannee River Water Management

District

7/28/2006

Special Designations 0 None US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Water Quality and

Quantity

2 Minimal FL Department of Environmental

Protection

7/28/2006

Water Quality and

Quantity

3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Water Quality and

Quantity

3 Moderate Suwannee River Water Management

District

7/29/2006

Wetlands 2 Minimal US Environmental Protection Agency 7/26/2006

Wetlands 2 Minimal US Army Corps of Engineers 7/31/2006

Wetlands 2 Minimal Suwannee River Water Management

District

7/31/2006

Wetlands 2 Minimal US Fish and Wildlife Service 7/24/2006

Wetlands N/

A

N/A / No

Involvement

National Marine Fisheries Service 6/28/2006

Wetlands 2 Minimal FL Department of Environmental

Protection

7/28/2006

Wildlife and Habitat 0 None US Fish and Wildlife Service 7/24/2006
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2.1.4. Agency Comments and Summary Degrees of Effect2.1.4.1. Natural2.1.4.1.1. Air Quality

Wildlife and Habitat 2 Minimal FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation

Commission

7/27/2006

Wildlife and Habitat N/

A

N/A / No

Involvement

National Marine Fisheries Service 6/28/2006

Cultural
Historic and

Archaeological Sites

3 Moderate Miccosukee Tribe 7/20/2006

Historic and

Archaeological Sites

3 Moderate Federal Highway Administration 7/31/2006

Historic and

Archaeological Sites

4 Substantial FL Department of State 6/19/2006

Recreation Areas 3 Moderate FL Department of Environmental

Protection

7/28/2006

Recreation Areas 3 Moderate Suwannee River Water Management

District

7/31/2006

Recreation Areas 2 Minimal US Environmental Protection Agency 7/27/2006

Section 4(f) Potential 2 Minimal Federal Highway Administration 7/31/2006

Community
Aesthetics 3 Moderate Federal Highway Administration 7/31/2006

Land Use 4 Substantial FL Department of Community Affairs 7/24/2006

Mobility 3 Moderate Federal Highway Administration 7/31/2006

Social 4 Substantial US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Secondary and Cumulative
Secondary and

Cumulative Effects

3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Secondary and

Cumulative Effects

2 Minimal FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation

Commission

7/27/2006

Secondary and

Cumulative Effects

2 Minimal Suwannee River Water Management

District

7/31/2006

Secondary and

Cumulative Effects

2 Minimal US Army Corps of Engineers 7/31/2006

Natural - Air Quality
Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Air Quality Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (2/01/2007)

Comments:
Under the criterion provided in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, Bradford County is in an area that has

been designated as an attainment area for carbon monoxide (CO) and ozone standards. At this time there are

no serious air quality problems in Bradford County because of relatively low countywide traffic volumes and the

absence of significant point-source emissions. However, because all the major roadways in the county converge

within the City of Starke, over time automobile and truck emissions will gradually worsen as the traffic volumes

increase and the speeds decrease. The project alternatives were subjected to a graphical Screening Test, which

makes various conservative worst-case assumptions about the meteorology, traffic, and site conditions. The

Screening Test uses these assumptions in the MOBILE Emissions Series Model and CALINE3 models to

produce a series of curves that can be used to determine the critical distance. The critical distance is the closest

Page 9 of 66 Printed on: 5/02/2007



a receptor can be to a given intersection without any chance of a significant air quality impact. In order to

complete the screening test, all of the existing and proposed project intersections were reviewed for traffic

volumes, speeds, and the closet reasonable receptor locations to determine the worst-case scenario. It was

determined that the at-grade intersection or interchange location with the highest traffic volumes would indicate

the greatest potential for air quality impacts for the No-Build Alternative, and for both the Build Alternatives.

Under the criterion provided in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, Bradford County is in an area that has

been designated as an attainment area for carbon monoxide (CO) and ozone standards. At this time there are

no serious air quality problems in Bradford County because of relatively low countywide traffic volumes and the

absence of significant point-source emissions. However, because all the major roadways in the county converge

within the City of Starke, over time automobile and truck emissions will gradually worsen as the traffic volumes

increase and the speeds decrease. The project alternatives were subjected to a graphical Screening Test, which

makes various conservative worst-case assumptions about the meteorology, traffic, and site conditions. The

Screening Test uses these assumptions in the MOBILE Emissions Series Model and CALINE3 models to

produce a series of curves that can be used to determine the critical distance. The critical distance is the closest

a receptor can be to a given intersection without any chance of a significant air quality impact. In order to

complete the screening test, all of the existing and proposed project intersections were reviewed for traffic

volumes, speeds, and the closet reasonable receptor locations to determine the worst-case scenario. It was

determined that the at-grade intersection or interchange location with the highest traffic volumes would indicate

the greatest potential for air quality impacts for the No-Build Alternative, and for both the Build Alternatives.

Construction activities will cause minor short-term air quality impacts in the form of dust from earthwork and

unpaved roads, and smoke from open burning. These impacts will be minimized by adherence to all State and

local regulations and to the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. All State and local

agencies were provided with an opportunity to comment on this project. There were no adverse comments

regarding air quality. This project is in an area, which has been designated as attainment for ozone standards

under the criteria provided in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. This project is in conformance with the

State Implementation Plan because it will not cause violations of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards

(NAAQS).

ETAT Reviews for Air Quality
3

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/28/2006)

Air Quality Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Resources: Air Quality Level of Importance: Moderate. Due to the large percentage of diesel vehicle truck

traffic (avg 20% to 30%) utilizing this section of US 301, there may be air quality concerns relating to

particulate matter (PM).

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Bradford County and the City of Starke have not been designated non-attainment or maintenance for

ozone, carbon monoxide (CO) or particulate matter (PM) in accordance with the Clean Air Act. There are no

violations of National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Nevertheless, the environmental review of

this project should include an air impact analysis which documents the current pollutant concentrations

recorded at the nearest air quality monitors, an evaluation of anticipated emissions, air quality trend

analyses, and a comparison between alternatives. It is recommended that the environmental review also

include a hot spot analysis at the point in time and place where congestion is expected to be greatest during

the design life of the project. Although Bradford County and the City of Starke are not within a particulate

matter (PM) non-attainment or maintenance area, due to the large percentage of diesel vehicle truck traffic

(avg 20% to 30%) utilizing this section of US 301, FDOT should consider conducting a PM2.5 hotspot

analysis.

Additional Comments (optional):
As population growth and vehicle volumes increase, there is the potential to have air quality conformity and

non-attainment issues in the future. FDOT, MPOs, municipalities, and regional planning agencies should

conduct air quality modeling as traffic forecasts increase.
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2.1.4.1.2. Coastal and Marine

2.1.4.1.3. Contaminated Sites

No review submitted from the FL Department of Environmental Protection-
No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-

Natural - Coastal and Marine
Coordinator Summary

N/

A

Summary Degree of Effect

Coastal and Marine Summary Degree of Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
None found.

ETAT Reviews for Coastal and Marine
N/

A

ETAT Review by Suwannee River Water Management District on (7/25/2006)

Coastal and Marine Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
No coastal and marine resources identified within project limits.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
No effects anticipated.

N/

A

ETAT Review by National Marine Fisheries Service on (6/28/2006)

Coastal and Marine Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
None.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), has reviewed the information contained in the

Environmental Screening Tool for ETDM Project # 7640. The Florida Department of Transportation

proposes two alternatives to relieve congestion and provide safer operation on US 301 in Starke (Bradford

County, Florida). The Urban alternative would add lanes to expand the existing US 301 to a six-lane

controlled access roadway, while the Rural alternative would create a new four-lane limited access freeway

bypassing Starke. The bypass would diverge and merge with US 301 at CR 227 (south of Starke) and CR

233 (north of Starke). NMFS staff conducted a site inspection of the project area on June 20, 2006 to

assess potential concerns to living marine resources. The resources affected are not ones for which NMFS,

is responsible and therefore, we have no comment to provide regarding the projects impacts.

No review submitted from the FL Department of Environmental Protection-
No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-

Natural - Contaminated Sites
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Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Contaminated Sites Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
The project area has been evaluated for the presence of potential contamination sites and a Level 1

Contamination Screening Evaluation Report has been prepared. Fifty-seven potentially contaminated sites have

been identified. The evaluation included field survey, reviewing the FDEP database lists and files of known and

potentially contaminated sites in the project area, and review of historical aerial photographs and property

ownership information. Interviews with local officials and some of the site owners were also conducted. Site

visits have been made to each site to examine the site for signs of potential contamination. Twenty-nine of the

identified sites will be impacted by at least one of the proposed Build Alternatives. The other twenty-eight sites

that were identified during the initial evaluation will not be impacted by either of the proposed Build Alternatives.

The Urban Alternative with the West RR Overpass Option will potentially impact 24 sites. The Rural Alternative

has the potential to impact five sites. Each site identified has been given a risk rating of no, low, medium, and

high. The ratings express the degree of concern for potential contamination problems. Known problems may not

necessarily present a high cause for concern, if the regulatory agencies are aware of the situation and actions

are either complete or are underway, and if such actions will not have an adverse impact on the proposed

project. The status of tanks and contamination at some sites may be known, while at others the status may not

be known. At some sites, contamination is anticipated to occur within the proposed right-of-way. At other sites,

potential contamination is not anticipated because the required right-of-way is minimal or it is not in the area

where contamination is anticipated. Results of this evaluation will be used in the selection of the preferred

alternative. When a specific alternative is selected for implementation, a site assessment will be performed to

the degree necessary to determine levels of contamination and, if necessary, evaluation of the options and costs

to remediate. Resolution of problems associated with contamination will be coordinated with appropriate

regulatory agencies; and prior to construction appropriate action will be taken. If any unknown contamination is

encountered during construction, special provisions in the construction contract will require that the

contamination is handled properly, including any contaminated liquids, sludges, and solids discovered; and that

consideration is made for any contaminated soils and ground water.

ETAT Reviews for Contaminated Sites
2

ETAT Review by Federal Highway Administration on (7/31/2006)

Contaminated Sites Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The EST identifies no hazardous waste sites, brownfield areas or superfund sites.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Petroleum storage sites and dry cleaner locations should be assessed for their risk potential.

3

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/27/2006)

Contaminated Sites Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Resources: Soils, groundwater, surface water which have the potential to be negatively affected by

contaminated site features such as underground petroleum storage tanks, industrial or commercial facilities

with onsite storage of hazardous materials, solid waste facilities, hazardous waste facilities, National Priority

List (NPL) sites, etc. Level of Importance: These resources are of a high level of importance in the State of

Florida. A moderate degree of effect is being assigned for Alternative 1 of the proposed project (US 301 in

Starke #7640).

Comments on Effects to Resources:
EPA reviewed the following contaminated sites GIS analysis data for the two alternatives at buffer distances
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of 100 feet through 500 feet: Brownfield Location Boundaries, Geocoded Dry Cleaners, Geocoded Gasoline

Stations, Geocoded Petroleum Tanks, Hazardous Waste Sites, National Priority List Sites, Nuclear Site

Locations, Solid Waste Facilities, and Toxic Release Inventory Sites. No features were listed for Brownfield

Locations, Hazardous Waste Sites, National Priority List Sites, Nuclear Site Locations, Solid Waste

Facilities, and Toxic Release Inventory Sites. The following contaminated sites features were identified as

being within proximity of the proposed project: Geocoded Dry Cleaners: 100-foot buffer distance: A BAR

SALES INC 200-foot buffer distance: A BAR SALES INC 500-foot buffer distance: A BAR SALES INC

Geocoded Gasoline Stations: 100-foot buffer distance: TEXACO INC 200-foot buffer distance: TEXACO

INC 500-foot buffer distance: TEXACO INC Geocoded Petroleum Tanks: 100-foot buffer distance: EXXON-

HURST GATOR II FARM SUPPLY JAYS MINI MART LIL CHAMP #1163 MCDOUGALL PROPERTY

MOSLEY TIRE CO INC O'NEAL PROPERTY PAS OF TALLAHASSEE INC SPRINT #1013 STARKE

RADIATOR & TRANSMISSION INC TEXTILE TOWN YOUNG PROPERTIES 200-foot buffer distance:

BAKER JOLENE PROPERTY BRYAN PROPERTY COASTAL MART #411 EXXON-HURST GATOR II

FARM SUPPLY JAYS MINI MART LIL CHAMP #1163 MCDOUGALL PROPERTY MOORE

CONTRACTING CO. MOSLEY TIRE CO INC O'NEAL PROPERTY PAS OF TALLAHASSEE INC

SPEEDWAY #8373 SPRINT #1013 STARKE CITY STARKE CITY-WWTP STARKE RADIATOR &

TRANSMISSION INC TEXACO #24-110-0031 TEXTILE TOWN YOUNG PROPERTIES 500-foot buffer

distance: 301 QUICK STOP BAKER JOLENE PROPERTY BIGGS FAST LUBE BP #24695 BRYAN

PROPERTY COASTAL MART #411 DAVIS EXPRESS INC EXXON-HURST FOOD N SCAT GATOR II

FARM SUPPLY ISLAND FOOD STORE #419 JAYS MINI MART KAMPGROUNDS OF AMERICA LEWIS

TIMBER CO INC LIL CHAMP #1163 MARION TIRE & BATTERY MCDOUGALL PROPERTY MOORE

CONTRACTING CO. MOSLEY TIRE CO INC O'NEAL PROPERTY PAS OF TALLAHASSEE INC

SMOKERS EXPRESS #1294 SPEEDWAY #8373 SPRINT #1013 STARKE CITY STARKE CITY-WWTP

STARKE RADIATOR & TRANSMISSION INC TERWILLEGAR MOTORS, INC. TEXACO #24-110-0031

TEXACO FOOD MART(FORMER) TEXTILE TOWN WHIFFEN PROPERTY YOUNG PROPERTIES The

roadway alignment for Alternative 1 runs through the City of Starke. The proposed project has the potential

to impact several businesses with onsite underground or above ground petroleum storage tanks. The

environmental review (PDE) phase of the project should include a survey of the corridor to confirm the

location of these contaminated site features, along with other contaminated site features which may have

been previously located along the corridor. Potential issues relating to contaminated sites include leaking

underground petroleum storage tanks, leaking above ground storage tanks, improper storage and/or

disposal of hazardous materials, spills and/or leaks from transportation vehicles (trucks, trains, etc.). Direct

and indirect impacts resulting from these issues include contamination of soils, groundwater, and surface

water. If any petroleum storage tanks are to be impacted or removed during the construction phase of the

project, sampling and analysis of soils and groundwater should be conducted to determine if petroleum and

hydrocarbon pollutants are present above regulatory levels. If high levels of pollutants are identified,

remediation of soils and/or groundwater may be required prior to commencement of construction of the

roadway project.

3

ETAT Review by Suwannee River Water Management District on (7/27/2006)

Contaminated Sites Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The EST lists 12 petroleum tanks within 100 foot buffer and 34 within the 500 foot buffer. There may be

more underground tanks than shown in the EST GIS analysis. There is one gas station and one dry

cleaners within the 100' buffer. No other known hazardous waste sites were listed.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
The potential for soil/groundwater/surface water contamination from the listed petroleum tanks and gas

station within the corridor are a possibility. If a contamination plume exists and has migrated, future

roadway widening could disturb and exacerbate the plume which could effect adjacent water resources and

soils. Disturbances to contaminated locations should be avoided if possible. Stormwater management

facilities should be designed to avoid these locations.

Additional Comments (optional):
A Phase I Contamination Screening Report should be prepared to analyze existing contamination potential
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2.1.4.1.4. Farmlands

within the corridor. Based on the results of the Phase I report, a Phase 2 report may be necessary.

Coordination with FDEP and EPA are recommended. This issue should be addressed as part of the

permitting process with the District. Results of these screenings may effect the design of the stormwater

management facilities including potential pond siting. Construction methodology may be dictated by the

results of these screenings. Dewatering could be a significant concern within this corridor.

3

ETAT Review by FL Department of Environmental Protection on (7/28/2006)

Contaminated Sites Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
All lands lying within the proposed highway widening corridor.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
-- Based on a review of National Priority List (NPL) / Superfund Sites, Solid Waste / Dump Site, Brownfield,

and Underground Storage Tank (UST) GIS data layers publicly available from the Florida Geographic Data

Library, there are many potential contamination sites present throughout the project area. -- Groundwater

monitoring wells are likely present along and near the entire length of the project. Arrangements need to be

made to properly abandon (in accordance with Chapter 62-532, Florida Administrative Code) and or replace

any wells that may be destroyed or damaged during construction. -- In the event contamination is detected

during construction, the DEP Northeast District Office should be notified and the FDOT may need to

address the problem through additional assessment and/or remediation activities. -- Any land clearing or

construction debris must be characterized for proper disposal. Potentially hazardous materials must be

properly managed in accordance with Chapter 62-730, F.A.C. In addition, any solid wastes or other non-

hazardous debris must be managed in accordance with Chapter 62-701, F.A.C. -- Please be advised that a

new rule, 62-780, F.A.C., became effective on April 17, 2005. In addition, Chapters 62-770, 62-777, 62-782

and 62-785, F.A.C., were amended on April 17, 2005 to incorporate recent statutory changes. Depending

on the findings of the environmental assessments, there are "off-property" notification responsibilities

potentially associated with this project. These rules may be found at the following website:

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/waste/ -- Early planning to address these issues is essential to meet construction

and cleanup (if required) timeframes. Innovative technologies, such as special stormwater management

systems, engineering controls and institutional controls, such as conditions on water production wells and

dewatering restrictions, may be required, depending on the results of environmental assessments. --

Staging areas, with controlled access, should be planned in order to safely store raw material paints,

adhesives, fuels, solvents, lubricating oils, etc. that will be used during construction. All containers need to

be properly labeled. The project managers should consider developing written construction Contingency

Plans in the event of a natural disaster, spill, fire or environmental release of hazardous materials stored /

handled for the project construction.

Natural - Farmlands
Coordinator Summary

N/

A

Summary Degree of Effect

Farmlands Summary Degree of Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (2/06/2007)

Comments:
Through coordination with the Soil Conservation Service it has been determined that no farmlands as defined by

7 CFR 658 are located in the project vicinity.
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2.1.4.1.5. Floodplains

ETAT Reviews for Farmlands
No reviews found for the Farmlands Issue.

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-
No review submitted from the Natural Resources Conservation Service-

Natural - Floodplains
Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Floodplains Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
The project alternatives were developed and evaluated in accordance with Executive Order 11988, "Floodplain

Management", USDOT Order 5650.2, "Floodplain Management and Protection", and Federal-Aid Policy Guide

23 CFR 650A. The limits of the flood prone areas have been delineated by the Federal Emergency Management

Agency (FEMA) as found on Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) Panels 120017-0150-D and 120015-0175-D for

Bradford County, dated November 15, 1989. No regulatory floodways are identified in the project area by these

maps. The Department will hydraulically design proposed drainage structures to ensure minimal to no increase

in backwater surface elevation. The proposed improvements will not result in significant change in flood risk and

there will not be a significant change in potential for interruption or termination of emergency evacuation routes.

The proposed project will not encourage floodplain development consistent with the State of Florida's

Comprehensive Plan, which discourages the construction of roads in floodplains and requires local

governments, in cooperation with regional and state agencies, to adopt plans and policies that protect property

and the public from natural disasters (Section 187.201(7)(b)25, Florida Statues).

ETAT Reviews for Floodplains
2

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/26/2006)

Floodplains Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Resources: Floodplains Level of Importance: Low, due to minimal degree of effect.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
A review of GIS analysis data and maps for the Floodplains Issue revealed that FEMA GIS flood data for

Bradford County is unavailable. EPA reviewed the EST GIS map and GIS analysis data for FEMA Flood

Insurance Rate Maps 1996 and Special Flood Hazard Areas. The EST project location map, located in

Bradford County, did not have the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate color coding and the GIS analysis results

indicated No Features Found for both FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps 1996 and Special Flood Hazard

Areas. According to the GeoPlan Center, University of Florida, FEMA GIS flood data for Bradford County is

slated to start in 2008, with completion in 2009. EPA also reviewed FEMA flood mapping information from

the FEMA Map Service Center web site - http://msc.fema.gov. The Map Item ID for Bradford County

(Unincorporated and Incorporated Areas) was listed as 12007C0175D, with an effective date of 11/15/1989.

The map indicated that the majority of area within the project location was within Zone X of the FEMA Flood

Hazard Zone. Zone X corresponds to areas outside the 100year floodplain. There were small areas listed

as being within Zone A which corresponds to the 100-year floodplain. These areas appeared to be

associated with creeks, tributaries, surface water bodies, or swampy areas. EPA is assigning a minimal

degree of effect for the Floodplains Issue for both Alternatives 1 and 2 for the proposed project. It is

recommended that the environmental review phase of the project include an evaluation of federal, state,

and local sources of information regarding floodplains to determine whether the project will have a

significant impact on floodplains.
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2.1.4.1.6. Infrastructure

2.1.4.1.7. Navigation

2

ETAT Review by Suwannee River Water Management District on (7/27/2006)

Floodplains Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The EST GIS analysis indicates that no floodplain information is available. Further review was conducted

using the FEMA FIRM maps Community Panel Numbers 12007C0150D and 12007C175D which indicate

that most of the corridor is in a Zone X flood zone with a few Zone A locations located at the creek

crossings and a few other isolated locations. For the purposes of this alternative, it appears the level of

importance is minimal due to minor potential impacts to existing flood zones.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
It appears that impacts to floodplains will be minor in nature, involving potential impacts at a few creek

crossings. Impacts may occur at Prevatt Creek, Alligator Creek, Water Oak Creek and one undetermined

creek. Alligator Creek is the main drainage conduit for the City of Starke. Bridge widening appears likely at

these locations. Anticipated bridge widenings should have minimal effects to floodplain storage. Impacts to

floodplain storage should be avoided or minimized. Impacts must be quantified and storage volume must be

compensated.

Additional Comments (optional):
An Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) will be required from the District for this project. Project design

must compensate for lost floodplain storage and other encroachment impacts. Creek and tributary

crossings will require Bridge Hydraulic Reports. No rise in upstream creek stages will be authorized. Zero

rise certifications with calculations from a registered professional engineer will be required.

No review submitted from the FL Department of Environmental Protection-
No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-

Natural - Infrastructure
Coordinator Summary

0

Summary Degree of Effect

Infrastructure Summary Degree of Effect: None
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (2/06/2007)

Comments:
None found.

ETAT Reviews for Infrastructure
No reviews found for the Infrastructure Issue.

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-

Natural - Navigation
Coordinator Summary

0

Summary Degree of Effect

Navigation Summary Degree of Effect: None
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
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2.1.4.1.8. Special Designations

None found.

ETAT Reviews for Navigation
0

ETAT Review by US Army Corps of Engineers on (7/31/2006)

Navigation Effect: None
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
None found.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
None found.

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-
No review submitted from the US Coast Guard-

Natural - Special Designations
Coordinator Summary

N/

A

Summary Degree of Effect

Special Designations Summary Degree of Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
FDOT concurs with the agency statements. There are no identified Special Designation features within the

project area.

ETAT Reviews for Special Designations
N/

A

ETAT Review by Suwannee River Water Management District on (7/28/2006)

Special Designations Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
According to the EST GIS analysis and review of the project area, there are no Special Designations within

the project limits.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
No effects anticipated.

0

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/28/2006)

Special Designations Effect: None
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Resources: Features identified as Special Designations

Comments on Effects to Resources:
A review of GIS analysis data in the EST indicated that there were no Special Designation features

identified for Alternative 1 within a 500-foot buffer distance of the proposed project. EPA therefore has no
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2.1.4.1.9. Water Quality and Quantity

substantive comments on this issue.

No review submitted from the FL Department of Environmental Protection-
No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-

Natural - Water Quality and Quantity
Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Water Quality and Quantity Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
A Water Quality Impact Evaluation (WQIE) has been completed for the proposed project. The proposed storm

water facility design will include, at a minimum, the water quantity requirements for water quality impacts as

required by the SRWMD in Rules 40B-4. During the design and permitting phase of the project, close

coordination will be carried out with appropriate environmental agencies, including: USEPA, FDEP, SRWMD,

and the USCOE. Prior to construction, a notice of intent must be filed under the state general permit to meet

USEPAs National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements. During project construction,

temporary increases in turbidity will be controlled by procedures and techniques outline in the State of Florida

Standard Specifications, Section 104, "Prevention, Control, and Abatement of Erosion and Water Pollution".

ETAT Reviews for Water Quality and Quantity
2

ETAT Review by FL Department of Environmental Protection on (7/28/2006)

Water Quality and Quantity Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Stormwater runoff from the road surface may alter adjacent wetlands and surface waters through increased

pollutant loading. Increased runoff carrying oils, greases, metals, sediment, and other pollutants from the

increased impervious surface would be of significant concern. Natural resource impacts within and adjacent

to the proposed road right-of-way will likely include alteration of the existing surface water hydrology and

natural drainage patterns, and reduction in flood attenuation capacity of area creeks, ditches, and sloughs

as a result of increased impervious surface within the watershed.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Every effort should be made to maximize the treatment of stormwater runoff from the proposed road project

to prevent ground and surface water contamination. Stormwater treatment should be designed to maintain

the natural pre-development hydroperiod and water quality, as well as to protect the natural functions of

adjacent wetlands. We recommend that the study include an evaluation of existing stormwater treatment

adequacy and details on the future stormwater treatment facilities. Retro-fitting of stormwater conveyance

systems would help reduce impacts to water quality.

3

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/28/2006)

Water Quality and Quantity Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Resources: Water quality - surface water, groundwater Level of Importance: These resources are of a high

level of importance in the State of Florida.
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2.1.4.1.10. Wetlands

Comments on Effects to Resources:
The proposed project is located within four drainage basins - Gum Creek, Prevatt Creek, Sampson River,

and Wateroak Creek. None of these surface water bodies is listed on the 303(d) list of impaired waters and

watershed condition is listed as Good. One issue of concern regarding water quality for Alternative 1

includes two potable drinking water wells identified as being within the 500-foot buffer distance. The project

should avoid impact to these public potable drinking water wells or their source. Coordination with local and

state drinking water agencies is recommended. Potential impacts to water quality include stormwater runoff

into nearby surface water bodies. Stormwater runoff from urban sources, including roadways, carry

pollutants such as volatile organics, petroleum hydrocarbons, heavy metals, and pesticides/herbicides.

Proper stormwater conveyance, containment, and treatment will be required in accordance with state and

federal regulations and guidelines.

3

ETAT Review by Suwannee River Water Management District on (7/29/2006)

Water Quality and Quantity Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The proposed project is located within the Santa Fe River Basin. According to the EST GIS analysis, the

project is located within four drainage basins; Gum Creek, Prevatt Creek, Sampson River, and Water Oak

Creek. The identified resources include wetlands, streams, floodplains, commercial

development/businesses, schools, and other developments. The level of importance is high.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Alternative #1 will cause an increase in pollutant loads within the corridor do to the increase in roadway

capacity (impervious). Stormwater treatment will be required for the additional impervious at a minimum.

Stormwater facilities will need to be designed to meet allowable discharge requirements. In general, post

development discharges must be less than or equal to pre-development discharges. Water quality and

water quantity requirements must meet District rules as per 40B-4.2030, F.A.C. Several permitted sites

along the corridor may be impacted which may effect their stormwater facilities. These permitted systems

may be altered and may need to be revisited based on the extent of the impact. Curing these existing

systems will need to be explored during the right-of-way acquisition phase if partial acquisition occurs. The

permits for these systems may need to be modified. The corridor needs to be investigated to determine if

any existing wells need to be abandoned. Permits are required to abondon wells. An erosion control plan

will be required and a description of the construction methodology should be developed to determine if

temporary impacts to water quality and quantity may occur during construction. Mixing zones may need to

be requested at the creek crossings. Pond siting analysis will need to take into account the significant

number of petroleum tanks within the corridor. The stormwater management facilities should avoid these

locations.

Additional Comments (optional):
An Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) will be required for this project. ERP Modifications may be

required for existing parcels that have significant site modifications from parcel right-of-way acquisitions.

Well abondonment approvals may also be required. Location Hydraulics Report, Bridge Hydraulics Reports,

Pond Siting Report, and a Preliminary Engineering Report will be required for this project.

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-

Natural - Wetlands
Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Wetlands Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
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Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
FDOT concurs with the ETAT responses regarding wetlands for Alternative 1. There are little in the way of

wetland resources located within the urban area. A Wetland Evaluation Report has been prepared for the

proposed project. During the projects design phase the FDOT will coordinate with the SRWMD and USACE in

an effort to secure the appropriate permits. FDOT will comply with all state and federal wetland regulatory

requirements. Any wetland impacts that would result from the construction of the proposed project will be

mitigated to the satisfaction of the regulatory agencies.

ETAT Reviews for Wetlands
2

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/26/2006)

Wetlands Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Resource: Wetlands Level of Importance: These resources are of a high level of importance in the State of

Florida. However, there are minimal wetlands located within proximity of the project for Alternative 1. EPA is

assigning a minimal degree of effect to wetlands for Alternative 1.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
A review of GIS analysis data (National Wetlands Inventory) in the EST for wetlands indicates that there

should not be a significant impact to wetlands as a result of the project (Alternative 1), as proposed.

2

ETAT Review by US Army Corps of Engineers on (7/31/2006)

Wetlands Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The information within the EST suggests palustrine wetlands exist in buffer distances of 100, 200, and 500

feet. The National Wetlands Inventory data within the GIS portion of the EST states wetland incorporate

approximately 1.84 acres within a 100-foot buffer, 4.71 acres within a 200-foot buffer, and 41.79 acres

within a 500-foot buffer. More telling is the wetlands acreages provided by the Wetlands 1995 data within

the GIS portion of the EST. This data suggests approximately 1.3 acres of wetlands described as mixed

wetlands hardwoods, 1.5 acres of wetlands described as wetland mixed forested as within the 100-foot

buffer. The data also suggests nearly 7.06 acres of wetlands within a 200-foot buffer which include mixed

wetland hardwoods (2.89 ac) and wetland mixed forest (4.17 ac). Alligator Creek, Prevatt Creek, Water Oak

Creek, and other waterways provide the drainage in the area of the proposed project. There is an issue of

jurisdiction regarding the potential project. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) will require the FL

DOT conduct a wetland jurisdiction evaluation for the project. This evaluation must include an identification

of waters or wetlands which connect into waters of the United States and those areas which would be

considered isolated systems. The Alternative consists of utilizing the majority of the current US 301

alignment. This alignment is mostly developed commercial, residential, and/or under agriculture use.

Wetlands within the potential expansion corridor most likely have experienced some indirect impact from

the existing roadway. If the FL DOT proposes to impact wetlands or waters which would be considered

contiguous with waters of the United States, a Federal Dredge and Fill permit would be required. If the

impacts are less than 0.50-acre then the potential to utilize a General Permit may be appropriate. If impacts

greater than 0.50-acre are proposed, a Standard Permit (Individual Permit) would be necessary prior to

construction.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
The widening of the roadway may eliminate wetland functions and values existing within the roadway

corridor and the potential areas proposed for placement of additional stormwater facilities. It appears there

is a potential for multiple acres of impact within the possible widening area including multiple crossings. The

Corps would request that all efforts/measures be reviewed and implemented to avoid impacts to wetlands.

The Corps would also request an analysis be provided which documents all alternatives evaluated to avoid

impacts to waters of the United States (including wetlands). The analysis should also discuss all measure
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taken to minimize all unavoidable impacts. The information with the EST (Wetlands 1995) suggests that

Alternative 1 has 2.8 acres of wetlands within the 100-foot buffer and 11.06 acres in the 200-foot buffer.

Alternative 2 contains 19.1 acres of wetlands within the 100-foot buffer and 41.76 in the 200-foot buffer. A

comparison provides an indication that Alternative 1 would generate far less wetland impact. The FL DOT

would have to provide justification why Alternative 2 would be selected over Alternative 1. Especially since

FL DOT would have to provide information stating why Alternative 2 is the least environmentally practicable

alternative.

Additional Comments (optional):
If jurisdictional waters of the United States (including wetlands) are proposed for impact, the Corps

recommends the FL DOT provide the following: 1. Please provide a jurisdictional determination for the

entire corridor including the proposed stormwater pond locations. This determination should include

drawings on 8.5 by 11 inch paper, aerials, USGS quad maps, wetland delineation maps depicting the

wetland line preferably on an aerials, soils mapping, and wetlands designated by FLUCFCS codes. 2.

Please provide a functional analysis consistant with the proposed mitigation plan for the entire project. 3.

Analysis for bridge/no-bridge for all open water crossings including alternatives. 4. Pond siting analysis

which should include a demonstration of how environmental affects, including wetlands, were evaluated in

determining location. 5. Analysis of wetland avoidance and minimization which should clearly depict all

methods and measures to avoid waters/wetlands and/or minimize the roadway effect upon jurisdictional

waters. 6. A compensatory mitigation plan which fully offsets for all impacts which are unavoidable and

have been minimized following the alternative analysis, pond-siting analysis, analysis of wetland avoidance

and minimization, and consist with the functional analysis. The mitigation plan must also provide the

appropriate mitigation to compensate for wetland impacts. 7. If the final plan includes the removal of any

existing bridge(s), then a construction/demolition plan will be required. This plan should indicate step by

step procedures for construction/destruction and the methods and techniques which will be utilized.

Discussion should include use of explosives, barges, extent of dredging, temporary structures, if discharge

of fill material would occur, location of dredge spoil, final location of construction/demolition debris, material

transportation methods, etc. A similar plan should be submitted which depicts the construction of a new

bridge.

2

ETAT Review by Suwannee River Water Management District on (7/31/2006)

Wetlands Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
A review of National Wetland Inventory data indicate that 1.8 and 4.7 acres of Palustrine wetlands are

located within 100 ft and 200 ft buffers, respectively. These wetlands are a combination of mixed wetland

hardwoods, and wetland mixed forest located within an urban area. They have likely been previously

impacted and have lower importance than the rural wetlands within Alternative #2. Four perennial streams

are associated with the forested wetlands including: Alligator, Prevatt, Water Oak, and an unnamed creek.

Level of importance of these resources appears to be low to moderate.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Potential direct impacts to wetlands include filling, alteration of hydrology, and clearing of vegetation.

Placement of fill is a permanent impact that will completely remove all wetland functions. Therefore, the

permit application submittal must clearly indicate how filling impacts were avoided and minimized to the

maximum extent practicable. The project should consider the use of bridging across wetlands to reduce the

impacts of filling. Although bridging is less impacting than filling, the project should analyze the effects of

shading upon wetland and benthic stream communities. Although hydrological impacts are less severe than

filling, reduction in the level of wetland functions will occur. Wetland hydrology impacts can be minimized by

use of bridges and culverts of sufficient size and placement to maintain hydrologic connections. The

Environmental Resource Permit application submittal should include an analysis of culvert placement.

Widening of existing roads will increase erosion that must be controlled to prevent introduction of sediment

into adjacent wetlands and benthic communities of streams. The permit application submittal should

indicate whether vegetation clearing (without filling) will occur within wetlands. Removal of canopy

vegetation will greatly reduce the capacity of forested wetlands to perform their normal functions.

Threatened and endangered plant species potentially located within the project area may include Adder's
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tongue fern, Auricled spleenwort, Climbing dayflower, and Cuplet fern. Temporary impacts to wetlands due

to construction activities should also be addressed in the permit application. Construction methodology

should be evaluated to minimize wetland impacts. Temporary impacts to wetlands must be replaced.

Wetlands should be repaired and/or replaced back to pre-construction conditions. Mitigation plans for the

temporary impacts may be requested by the district.

Additional Comments (optional):
A Wetland Evaluation Report including a UMAM analysis will be required to determine the level of impacts

upon wetland functions and mitigation required to replace lost wetland functions. Analyses must be

completed for: 1) pre-project (existing) conditions, 2) post-project (impacted) conditions, and 3) with

mitigation. An erosion control plan will be required. Wetland impacts are likely, therefore an Environmental

Resource Permit will be required. Wetland delineations will be required. Projected wetland impacts should

be placed on the Annual FDOT Environmental Inventory. The district with consultation with other agencies

will determine an acceptable mitigation plan for the impacts.

2

ETAT Review by US Fish and Wildlife Service on (7/24/2006)

Wetlands Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Federally listed plant and animal species, migratory birds, the habitats they occupy and are supported by

(foraging, sheltering, and breeding), and wetlands. These trust resources have a high level of importance.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
The proposed improvements to the existing roadway are not likely to have an adverse affect on the wetland

resources present with implementation of the mitigation required by the regulatory agncies.

Additional Comments (optional):
Comments are provided in accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as

amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.)., Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended

(16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-712 et seq.), and the Marine

Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (MMPA), as amended (16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.).

N/

A

ETAT Review by National Marine Fisheries Service on (6/28/2006)

Wetlands Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
None.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), has reviewed the information contained in the

Environmental Screening Tool for ETDM Project # 7640. The Florida Department of Transportation

proposes two alternatives to relieve congestion and provide safer operation on US 301 in Starke (Bradford

County, Florida). The Urban alternative would add lanes to expand the existing US 301 to a six-lane

controlled access roadway, while the Rural alternative would create a new four-lane limited access freeway

bypassing Starke. The bypass would diverge and merge with US 301 at CR 227 (south of Starke) and CR

233 (north of Starke). NMFS staff conducted a site inspection of the project area on June 20, 2006 to

assess potential concerns to living marine resources. The resources affected are not ones for which NMFS,

is responsible and therefore, we have no comment to provide regarding the projects impacts.

2

ETAT Review by FL Department of Environmental Protection on (7/28/2006)
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2.1.4.1.11. Wildlife and Habitat

Wetlands Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The EST indicates that there are 1.84 acres and 4.71 acres of palustrine wetlands within the 100-ft. and 200

-ft. project buffer zones.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
The project will require an environmental resource permit (ERP) from the Suwannee River Water

Management District. The ERP applicant will be required to eliminate or reduce the proposed wetland

resource impacts of the roadway widening/construction project to the greatest extent practicable: -

Minimization should emphasize avoidance-oriented corridor alignments, wetland fill reductions via pile

bridging and steep/vertically retained side slopes, and median width reductions within safety limits. -

Wetlands should not be displaced by the installation of stormwater conveyance and treatment swales;

compensatory treatment in adjacent uplands is the preferred alternative. - After avoidance and minimization

have been exhausted, mitigation must be proposed to offset the adverse impacts of the project to existing

wetland functions and values. Significant attention is given to forested wetland systems, which are difficult

to mitigate. - The cumulative impacts of concurrent and future road improvement projects in the vicinity of

the subject project should also be addressed.

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-

Natural - Wildlife and Habitat
Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Wildlife and Habitat Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (2/01/2007)

Comments:
An Endangered Species Biological Assessment and a wildlife and habitat evaluation have been prepared, for

the proposed project, to identify potential impacts to federal and state listed species that may potentially occur

within the project area. The Department will continue to work with the USFWS and the FWC to identify and

resolve issues relating to threatened and endangered species. In order to facilitate wildlife mobility, the FDOT

will consider wildlife underpasses in the design of the proposed project for areas where the linkage of public

lands can be achieved.

ETAT Reviews for Wildlife and Habitat
0

ETAT Review by US Fish and Wildlife Service on (7/24/2006)

Wildlife and Habitat Effect: None
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Federally listed plant and animal species, migratory birds, the habitats they occupy and are supported by

(foraging, sheltering, and breeding),and wetlands. These trust resouces have a high level of importance.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Due to the urban nature of the existing facility and the proposed improvemnts for alternative #1, the Service

does not anticipated any involevment with federally protected resources.

Additional Comments (optional):
Comments are provided in accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as

amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.)., Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended

(16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-712 et seq.), and the Marine
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Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (MMPA), as amended (16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.).

2

ETAT Review by FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission on (7/27/2006)

Wildlife and Habitat Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The Habitat Conservation Scientific Services Section of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation

Commission (FWC) has coordinated an agency review of ETDM #7640 in Bradford County, and provides

the following comments related to potential impacts to fish and wildlife resources on this Programming

Phase project. The project consists of widening US 301 through downtown Starke (Alternative 1), or

construction of a rural bypass around the city, referred to as the Truck Route along a corridor through a

more rural area (Alternative 2). A GIS analysis of fish and wildlife and habitat resources was conducted

using the Environmental Screening Tool within 500 feet of the project area Right-of-Way for Alignments 1

and 2. Both alignments contain wetlands of cypress swamp, bay swamp, freshwater marsh, hardwood

swamp, mixed wetland forests, and shrub swamp, while upland hardwood forests, mixed hardwood-pine

forests and pinelands are found within upland areas. However those results also indicate that Alignment 1,

the urban corridor, is a substantially more disturbed route where approximately 572 acres of high and low

impact urban land uses occur, compared to only 142 acres or urban land uses within Alignment 1. Also, a

moderately higher amount of the same native upland and wetland habitat types described above occur

within the rural bypass compared to the urban corridor. A total of approximately 34 acres of wetlands and

183 acres of uplands are found within urban Alignment 1, while 113 acres of native wetlands and 463 acres

of upland habitat occur within rural Alignment 2. Alignment 1, the urban corridor, crosses the drainage

basins of Prevatt Creek, Sampson River, and Wateroak Creek, as does the rural corridor which additionally

crosses the drainage basins of Alligator Creek, Bradford Gum Creek, and Lake Crosby Outlet. Wildlife

species known to use the wetland and upland plant community types found within both alignments, based

on range and presence of potential habitat, include the Florida black bear (T), Shermans fox squirrel (SSC),

gopher tortoise (SSC), limpkin (SSC), eastern indigo snake (T), red-cockaded woodpecker (T), little blue

heron (SSC), white ibis (SSC), tri-colored heron (SSC), and wood stork (E). The potential for occurrence,

habitat quality, value, and the ultimate ability for these species to access and fully utilize these habitat types

would be far greater within the plant communities along the rural Alignment 2, as opposed to the urban

Alignment 1.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
On alignment 1, direct impacts include the loss of habitat from ROW expansion, and the construction of

Drainage Retention Areas. Our project review indicates Alternative 1 would result in less direct and

secondary impacts to fish and wildlife resources and upland and wetland habitat as compared to Alternative

2.

Additional Comments (optional):
We recommend the following measures be considered during the PDE Study, and implemented on the

future project to avoid, minimize, and mitigate project impacts to listed species and requisite habitat: 1. A

vegetative cover map and accounting by acreage for each plant community type should be made for the

affected project area. Compensatory mitigation for all upland and wetlands habitat loss should be required.

If wetlands are mitigated under the provisions of Chapter 373.4137 F.S., the proposed mitigation sites

should be located within the immediate or same regional area, functionally equivalent, equal to or of higher

functional value, and as or more productive as the wetlands impacted by the project. 2. Surveys for listed

species should be performed within and adjacent to the ROW and proposed sites for Drainage Retention

Areas (DRAs) during the Project Development and Environment (PDE) Study. The methodology for these

surveys should be coordinated with FWC, and follow appropriate survey techniques or guidelines to

determine presence, absence, or probability of occurrence of various species, and to assess habitat quality.

These study methods should be designed considering the potential listed species discussed above. 3.

Based on the survey results, a plan should also be developed to address direct, secondary, and cumulative

impacts of the project on wildlife and habitat resources, including listed species. Avoidance, minimization,

and mitigation measures, including compensatory replacement for both upland and wetlands habitat loss,

should also be addressed. Land acquisition and restoration of appropriate tracts adjacent to existing public

lands, or tracts placed under conservation easement located adjacent to large areas of jurisdictional
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wetlands that currently serve as regional core habitat areas, would be biologically appropriate and

supported by FWC. 4. The PDE Study should also include an investigation of the design, cost, location, and

construction techniques for longer bridges over streams and their floodplains, and wetlands, which would

improve hydrological and floodplain functioning, and minimize wetlands fill. These improved structures

would also reduce roadkills and provide improved habitat connectivity for wildlife species such as whitetail

deer, bobcat, river otter, and other upland, transitional, and aquatic species that use wetland riparian

systems within the project area. 5. Habitat impacts in both uplands and wetlands may be avoided where

possible by interchangeably designing the road expansion along those ROW areas where less habitat

resources occur. In addition, using the median and roadside swales for treating roadside runoff would

reduce the need for some off-site DRAs, and assist in reducing habitat loss. 6. Construction equipment

staging areas; storage of oils, greases, and fuel; fill and roadbed material; and vehicle maintenance

activities should be sited in previously disturbed areas far removed from streams, wetlands, or surface

water bodies. Staging areas, along with borrow areas, should also be surveyed for listed species. We

appreciate the opportunity to provide input on highway design and the conservation of fish and wildlife

resources. Please contact Mr. Ted Hoehn at (850) 410-0656 for further coordination on this project.

N/

A

ETAT Review by National Marine Fisheries Service on (6/28/2006)

Wildlife and Habitat Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
None.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), has reviewed the information contained in the

Environmental Screening Tool for ETDM Project # 7640. The Florida Department of Transportation

proposes two alternatives to relieve congestion and provide safer operation on US 301 in Starke (Bradford

County, Florida). The Urban alternative would add lanes to expand the existing US 301 to a six-lane

controlled access roadway, while the Rural alternative would create a new four-lane limited access freeway

bypassing Starke. The bypass would diverge and merge with US 301 at CR 227 (south of Starke) and CR

233 (north of Starke). NMFS staff conducted a site inspection of the project area on June 20, 2006 to

assess potential concerns to living marine resources. The resources affected are not ones for which NMFS,

is responsible and therefore, we have no comment to provide regarding the projects impacts.

No review submitted from the FL Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services-
No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-
No review submitted from the US Forest Service-

Cultural - Historic and Archaeological Sites
Coordinator Summary

4

Summary Degree of Effect

Historic and Archaeological Sites Summary Degree of Effect: Substantial
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
A Cultural Resources Assessment Survey has been completed for the proposed project. FDOT began

coordination with the SHPO through FHWA in 1998 and will continue close coordination as the project moves

forward.
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ETAT Reviews for Historic and Archaeological Sites
3

ETAT Review by Miccosukee Tribe on (7/20/2006)

Historic and Archaeological Sites Effect: Moderate

Confidential:Archaeological or Historic Sites may occur in the area, please contact the Bureau of

Archaeological Research for more information at:

R.A. Gray Building

500 South Bronough Street

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0250

(850) 246-6440

3

ETAT Review by Federal Highway Administration on (7/31/2006)

Historic and Archaeological Sites Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Alternative 1 has the following resources within 200 feet: 14 Florida Site File Standing Structures, 5

archaeological sites (although they may be ineligible) and 2 National Register structures (Call Street

Historic District and the Old Bradford County Courthouse).

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Potential impacts to the resources need to be assessed.

4

ETAT Review by FL Department of State on (6/19/2006)

Historic and Archaeological Sites Effect: Substantial
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
There are a number of historic features that may be impacted by Alt 1, the urban route. There is the Call

Street Historic District and National Register of Historic Places listed buildings. They include the Bradford

County Courthouse BF0007, Old National Guard Armory BF0120, and other historic buildings. There are

two Bridges requiring evaluation. No NRHP archaeological sites have been identified in this urban context.

The NRHP listed properties are of high importance. The Courthouse is one of the more significant in

Florida. The Armory is an excellent WPA building.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
The urban route has a high potential of adverse effect to NRHP listed properties. Construction in this area

would required studies and analysis to develop mitigation strategies. In addition to these historic resources

within the 100-foot buffer; there are a number of historic buildings within the 200-foot buffer. These

structures may also be affected by the change in highway conditions. A careful and systematic analysis is

recommended to evaluate impacts.

Additional Comments (optional):
This alternative has the high potential for adverse effect to NRHP properties. Early and regular consultation

with the State Historic Preservation Office is recommened to avoid show stoppers.

No review submitted from the Seminole Tribe-

Cultural - Recreation Areas
Coordinator Summary
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3

Summary Degree of Effect

Recreation Areas Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (2/01/2007)

Comments:
FDOT will coordinate with the appropriate agencies during the projects design phase to identify any potential

impacts to recreation areas.

ETAT Reviews for Recreation Areas
3

ETAT Review by FL Department of Environmental Protection on (7/28/2006)

Recreation Areas Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The DEP Office of Greenways and Trails notes that the southern terminus for both the Urban and Rural

alternatives is located where the Palatka to Lake Butler State Trail crosses US 301. The trail is owned by

the State of Florida and leased to/managed by the Office of Greenways and Trails.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
The Palatka to Lake Butler State Trail is a former rail corridor that is being developed as a 12-ft. wide paved

multi-use trail. Location of the road alignment could make access difficult for trail users. Future adjacent

development may also affect the trail by generating increased vehicular traffic. DEP staff encourages the

use of a grade separated crossing (for the trail) with the roadway design to enhance alternative

transportation, preserve public access, and increase safety on the trail. Future environmental

documentation should include an evaluation of the primary, secondary, and cumulative impacts of the

project on the above public lands. For further information and assistance, please contact Robin Turner at

the DEP Office of Greenways and Trails, phone (850) 245-2052.

3

ETAT Review by Suwannee River Water Management District on (7/31/2006)

Recreation Areas Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
A portion of the Florida Trail Connector (to Alligator Creek Greenway) is within the 100 ft buffer of the

project. EST GIS analysis indicates that 3 parcel derived schools are located within the 100 ft buffer, and 5

located within the 500 ft buffer. The importance of these resources is likely to be high.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Effects upon the trail connector could be a concern if road widening degrades trail access points such that a

safety hazzard is created. Effects upon the schools could also be a concern. Abatements for the creation of

noise and dust during construction should be included in the project design. The effect of increased traffic

(including trucks) post construction upon noise and safety should also be considered and appropriate

abatement strategies designed. Impact of ingress and egress access to schools should be considered in

the project design so that traffic flow is not rendered unsafe.

2

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/27/2006)

Recreation Areas Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Resources: Recreation Areas Level of Importance: These resources are of a high level of importance in the

State of Florida. A minimal degree of effect is being assigned for Alternative 1 of the proposed project (US

301 in Starke #7640).

Comments on Effects to Resources:
A review of GIS analysis data in the EST indicates that the Florida Trail Connector is within the 100-foot
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2.1.4.2.3. Section 4(f) Potential

2.1.4.3. Community2.1.4.3.1. Aesthetics

buffer distance of the proposed project. There are also public and private schools and Santa Fe Community

College listed as being within proximity of the project. These schools may have public recreation areas and

parks associated with them.

Additional Comments (optional):
Section 4(f) review may be applicable.

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-
No review submitted from the National Park Service-

Cultural - Section 4(f) Potential
Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Section 4(f) Potential Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
Once a preferred alternative is recommended, a Section 4(f) evaluation will be coordinated with SHPO to

address use of NRHP sites within the preferred alternative.

ETAT Reviews for Section 4(f) Potential
2

ETAT Review by Federal Highway Administration on (7/31/2006)

Section 4(f) Potential Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The EST identified the Florida Trail Connector located within 200 feet of Alternative 1.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
A Section 4f applicability determination may be needed for this resource. Impacts to this resource should be

avoided and/or minimized.

Community - Aesthetics
Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Aesthetics Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (2/01/2007)

Comments:
A traffic Noise Study Report (NSR) has been completed and the results will be detailed in the environmental

document. The current urban environment along U.S. 301 is cluttered with driveways, utility poles and signs.

The proposed Urban Alternative will require a wider right-of-way in which there will be a greater separation of

adjacent land uses, the automobile, the pedestrian and the utility poles. An urban typical section with curbs and

gutters will be compatible with the urban environment. The Urban Alternative will have a wide paved area
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2.1.4.3.3. Land Use

necessary to accommodate six to eight lanes of traffic; however, along the Urban Alternative a boulevard

concept is being considered for the immediate downtown area, between SR 100 and SR 16, in association with

the Urban Alternative. The boulevard concept will include landscaping of both the median and exterior grassed

areas with a meandering sidewalk provided. This can be accomplished where purchase of right-of-way results in

remnant parcels, or parcels that are neither accessible nor buildable, or by obtaining a landscaping easement.

The boulevard would be complementary to the improvements that have been made by the city throughout the

downtown Historic District area. Furthermore, there has been no concern expressed by the community with

regards to the visual quality of either of the two Build Alternatives.

ETAT Reviews for Aesthetics
3

ETAT Review by Federal Highway Administration on (7/31/2006)

Aesthetics Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The uploaded pictures show residential areas near the proposed new section of roadway.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
The environmental document should assess the noise impact to these residential areas.

No review submitted from the North Central Florida Regional Planning Council-

Community - Economic
Coordinator Summary

N/

A

Summary Degree of Effect

Economic Summary Degree of Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (2/06/2007)

Comments:
None found.

ETAT Reviews for Economic
No reviews found for the Economic Issue.

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-
No review submitted from the North Central Florida Regional Planning Council-

Community - Land Use
Coordinator Summary

4

Summary Degree of Effect

Land Use Summary Degree of Effect: Substantial
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
The project will not be advanced until it is determined to be consistent with the Bradford County comprehensive

plan. Bradford County and the City of Starke are both planning for increased development. Along U.S. 301 both
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to the north and south of the urban center, commercial uses will fill in where residential and currently

undeveloped areas exist. The current trend is for commercial and office development to occur along the highway

to the south of Call Street. A new industrial area has been designated to the southeast in the vicinity of the CSX

main rail line and the industrial area designated by the County. The infill of new commercial uses along U.S. 301

is expected to create increased traffic and access demands. The Comprehensive Plan for the City of Starke, last

updated October 2004, includes a Traffic Circulation Element that identifies deficiencies in the level of service on

U.S. 301 and recommends improvements. The Recommended Transportation Improvements map indicates that

U.S. 301 be widened to 6 lanes or an equivalent action should be taken. The Comprehensive Plan Policy

B.1.1.3 states that ???By communication to the FDOT District Secretary, urge the FDOT to complete the PDE

Study for U.S. 301???. Under ???Proposed Improvements???, the plan indicates that six lanes are needed, but

may not be feasible due to limited right-of-way and the amount of commercial activity along the right-of-way. The

plan recognizes that the FDOT is considering an alternate rural route.

ETAT Reviews for Land Use
4

ETAT Review by FL Department of Community Affairs on (7/24/2006)

Land Use Effect: Substantial
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The Department of Community Affairs (DCA) has reviewed the referenced project and, based on current

information, this project (Alternatives 1 and 2) are not addressed within the local governments

comprehensive plan. The Department has concerns that the urban option (Alternative 1) would have

significant impacts to the City of Starke. Widening of SR 301 through the City would create public safety

issues, as well as having detrimental impacts to the citys character. The Department is supportive of the

limited access truck bypass in the rural option (Alternative 2). This option should, to the greatest extent

possible, avoid impacts to existing agricultural operations. Therefore, at this time, the project should not be

advanced into the Department of Transportations Five Year Work Program until the comprehensive plan is

amended to reflect the proposed roadway modification. Staff will make a determination of the consistency of

the proposed roadway with the respective comprehensive plan when the comprehensive plan is amended

to include the roadway on an adopted future transportation map and improvement five year schedule.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
see above

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-
No review submitted from the North Central Florida Regional Planning Council-

Community - Mobility
Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Mobility Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
In compliance with 23 USC 109(n), full consideration was made for pedestrian and bicycle use of the proposed

project. The Urban Alternative is being considered as a controlled access arterial roadway and will

accommodate both pedestrians and bicyclists. The proposed design concept includes 4-foot bike lanes adjacent

to the outside travel lanes in each direction. In addition, 5-foot wide sidewalks will be provided on each side of

the roadway and separated from the bicycle lanes by a curb and minimum 3-foot grassed strip. All bicycle

facilities will be designed in accordance with the Florida "Bicycle Facilities Planning and Design Guidelines" and

the American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Standards. In the downtown area

where right-of-way acquisition may be extensive to accommodate eight-lanes of traffic, it is proposed that
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2.1.4.3.6. Social

remnant parcels be used as a landscaped area with a meandering sidewalk producing a boulevard concept

between SR 100 and SR 16. Because the roadway will be wide in the downtown area it will be important to allow

sufficient time for pedestrians to cross the road. All pedestrian facilities will be designed to comply with the

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1994. Design details will be required in the downtown area to

discourage pedestrians from crossing the highway except at crosswalk locations. Where crossroads with

sidewalks are encountered on the Urban Alternative, the sidewalks will be connected to those along the

mainline. Cross streets, such as SR 100 and SR 16, that will require widening, will have existing sidewalks

reconstructed and joined for a continuous sidewalk system.

ETAT Reviews for Mobility
3

ETAT Review by Federal Highway Administration on (7/31/2006)

Mobility Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The EST identified the Bradford High School, the Sante Fe Community College, and a private school within

200 feet of the proposed improvement.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Safety needs for bicycles and pedestrians, as well as turn movements, should be assessed regarding the

proposed typical sections being considered in Alternative 1. Additional features for pedestrians traveling

along and across this facility should be considered.

No review submitted from the Federal Transit Administration-
No review submitted from the North Central Florida Regional Planning Council-

Community - Relocation
Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Relocation Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (2/01/2007)

Comments:
In order to minimize the unavoidable effects of right-of-way acquisition and displacement of people, the Florida

Department of Transportation will carry out a right-of-way and relocation program in accordance with Florida

Statute 339.09 and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970 (Public

Law 91-646 as amended by Public Law 100-17).

ETAT Reviews for Relocation
No reviews found for the Relocation Issue.

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-
No review submitted from the North Central Florida Regional Planning Council-

Community - Social
Coordinator Summary

4

Summary Degree of Effect
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Social Summary Degree of Effect: Substantial
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
Social and economic impacts have been evaluated for the proposed project and will be detailed in the

project???s Environmental Documentation. Public involvement will continue as the project moves forward.

ETAT Reviews for Social
4

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/28/2006)

Social Effect: Substantial
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Resources: Residential communities and properties, commercial businesses and properties, farmland,

social service facilities, community centers, public assisted housing, schools, healthcare facilities, public

parks and recreation areas, historic properties, minority, elderly, or disabled populations, sociocultural

resources such as social, economic, mobility, land use, aesthetics, relocation Level of Importance: These

resources are of a high level of importance. Significant impact to these types of resources should be

avoided or minimized. Alternative 1, the urban alternative, has the potential to significantly impact these

types of resources. The potential to have numerous sociocultural impacts throughout the Alternative 1

alignment is high. Alternative 2, the rural alternative, is a bypass which would be located to the west of the

City of Starke. This alternative would have much less impact to social resources; however, the roadway

would possibly divide farm land.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
A memorandum dated June 14, 2006 from Dan Dankert, ETDM Coordinator, FDOT District 2, to EST

Project 7640 File was included as a pdf attachment on the EST programming screen. This memorandum

outlines agency/local involvement and public involvement that has occurred since approximately 1993.

Throughout the years from 1993/94 to present, extensive public participation has taken place regarding

proposals for this project. EPA recommends that a Sociocultural Effects (SCE) Evaluation be conducted as

detailed in the FDOT document entitled Sociocultural Effects in ETDM dated November 2005. This

document outlines the importance of evaluating sociocultural effects throughout the transportation planning

and development process. An SCE Evaluation is used to assess community impacts utilizing both

quantitative and qualitative methods. The SCE Evaluation should be based on the best available data and

provide for adequate public involvement and outreach activities. Some of the issues to be considered when

conducting an SCE Evaluation include: social consequences to surrounding or interconnected communities;

demographics of affected community; displacement of population; increase/decrease of population as a

result of the project; displacement of minority populations; and disproportionate effects on special

populations. All of these issues are important for the proposed project and should be evaluated when

selecting the project alignment (alternative). Based upon information provided in the June 14, 2006

memorandum, social impacts such as residential relocations, business relocations, and economic impacts

vary significantly between the two alternatives. EPA recommends that direct and indirect impact to social

resources and the affected communities be avoided or minimized to the best extent practicable. Extensitve

public involvement on this project should continue throughout revision(s) of the Environmental Impact

Statement (EIS).

No review submitted from the FL Department of Community Affairs-
No review submitted from the FL Department of Environmental Protection-
No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-
No review submitted from the North Central Florida Regional Planning Council-

Secondary and Cumulative - Secondary and Cumulative Effects
Coordinator Summary
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2

Summary Degree of Effect

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
FDOT will coordinate and comply with state and federal regulatory agency requirements with respect to wetland

and water quality permitting. Wildlife and habitat issues will be coordinated with state and federal regulatory

agencies to resolve any potential issues and concerns. An Air Quality Assessment has been conducted for the

proposed project. Please see comments for Air Quality.

ETAT Reviews for Secondary and Cumulative Effects
3

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/28/2006)

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Effect: Moderate
At-Risk Resource:
Wetlands

Comments on Effects:
Potential impacts to water quality include stormwater runoff into nearby surface water bodies. Stormwater

runoff from urban sources, including roadways, carry pollutants such as volatile organics, petroleum

hydrocarbons, heavy metals, and pesticides/herbicides.

Recommended Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures:
None found.

Recommended Actions to Improve At-Risk Resources:
Proper stormwater conveyance, containment, and treatment will be required in accordance with state and

federal regulations and guidelines.

________________________________

At-Risk Resource:
Air Emissions

Comments on Effects:
Due to the large percentage of diesel vehicle truck traffic (avg 20% to 30%) utilizing this section of US 301,

there is the potential to have elevated levels of particulate matter (PM), especially PM2.5, in air emissions

from deisel trucks. As population growth and vehicle volumes increase, there is the potential to have air

quality conformity and non-attainment issues in the future. FDOT, MPOs, municipalities, and regional

planning agencies should conduct air quality modeling as traffic forecasts increase.

Recommended Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures:
FDOT should consider conducting a PM2.5 hotspot analysis.

Recommended Actions to Improve At-Risk Resources:
None found.

2

ETAT Review by FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission on (7/27/2006)
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Secondary and Cumulative Effects Effect: Minimal
At-Risk Resource:
Wildlife and Habitat

Comments on Effects:
Secondary and cumulative impacts to fish and wildlife resources would be minimal within the urban

Alignment 1 since it follows an existing road alignment. Some additional water quality degradation and

sedimentation could occur.

Recommended Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures:
A vegetative cover map and accounting by acreage for each plant community type should be made for the

affected project area. Compensatory mitigation for all upland and wetlands habitat loss should be required.

If wetlands are mitigated under the provisions of Chapter 373.4137 F.S., the proposed mitigation sites

should be located within the immediate or same regional area, functionally equivalent, equal to or of higher

functional value, and as or more productive as the wetlands impacted by the project. Surveys for listed

species should be performed within and adjacent to the ROW and proposed sites for Drainage Retention

Areas (DRAs) during the Project Development and Environment (PDE) Study. The methodology for these

surveys should be coordinated with FWC, and follow appropriate survey techniques or guidelines to

determine presence, absence, or probability of occurrence of various species, and to assess habitat quality.

These study methods should be designed considering the potential listed species discussed above. Based

on the survey results, a plan should also be developed to address direct, secondary, and cumulative

impacts of the project on wildlife and habitat resources, including listed species. Avoidance, minimization,

and mitigation measures, including compensatory replacement for both upland and wetlands habitat loss,

should also be addressed.

Recommended Actions to Improve At-Risk Resources:
Land acquisition and restoration of appropriate tracts adjacent to existing public lands, or tracts placed

under conservation easement located adjacent to large areas of jurisdictional wetlands that currently serve

as regional core habitat areas, would be biologically appropriate and supported by FWC. The PDE Study

should also include an investigation of the design, cost, location, and construction techniques for longer

bridges over streams and their floodplains, and wetlands, which would improve hydrological and floodplain

functioning, and minimize wetlands fill. These improved structures would also reduce roadkills and provide

improved habitat connectivity for wildlife species such as whitetail deer, bobcat, river otter, and other

upland, transitional, and aquatic species that use wetland riparian systems within the project area. Habitat

impacts in both uplands and wetlands may be avoided where possible by interchangeably designing the

road expansion along those ROW areas where less habitat resources occur. In addition, using the median

and roadside swales for treating roadside runoff would reduce the need for some off-site DRAs, and assist

in reducing habitat loss.

2

ETAT Review by Suwannee River Water Management District on (7/31/2006)

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Effect: Minimal
At-Risk Resource:
Wetlands

Comments on Effects:
If direct impacts occur or if the roadway widening encroaches closer to existing wetlands, secondary

impacts will most likely occur. Based on district rules, a minimum of 15 ft and an average of 25 ft of buffer

should be provided around those wetlands that remain under permitted designs, unless additional

measures are needed for protection of wetlands listed for any protected species. The potential loss of

wetland functions, values, and wildlife habitat due to the encroachment of the roadway or stormwater

facilities, could result in secondary impacts. If secondary impacts occur there is a potential need for

additional mitigation. Secondary impacts could also occur due to construction related activities and

construction methodology. Potential construction impacts need to be evaluated as part of the permitting

process. Since the corridor of Alternative #1 is already substantially built out, cummulative impacts may be

minimal. However, the additional capacity and the general growth patterns for the area could spur additional
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development.

Recommended Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures:
Since the existing corridor in Alternative #1 is being utilized, minimization and avoidance of wetlands to a

degree has already occured. Further avoidance and minimization may occur by shifting the roadway

widening. Stormwater management facilities should be designed and located to avoid and minimize wetland

impacts.

Recommended Actions to Improve At-Risk Resources:
An Environmental Resource Permit will be required for this project. Design and construction

techniques/alternatives to avoid and minimize direct, temporary, and secondary impacts will need to be

evaluated during the permiting process.

________________________________

At-Risk Resource:
Water Quality and Quantity

Comments on Effects:
Storm water discharges to receiving water bodies may have a secondary impact downstream if proper

water quality and quanity is not provided. There could be an effect on downstream waterbodies including

Lake Rowell, Lake Crosby and existing wetlands via discharges down the existing creeks such as Alligator

Creek and Prevatt Creek. Secondary impacts to downstream aquatic resources could also occur due to

insufficient stormwater facilities, erosion control, turbidity prevention and monitoring, and construction

sequencing.

Recommended Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures:
Roadway widening and stormwater management facilities should be designed and located to avoid and

minimize aquatic resource impacts. During construction temporary drainage facilties should be incorporated

so that downstream aquatic resouces are not impacted.

Recommended Actions to Improve At-Risk Resources:
Construction sequencing plans indicating temporary drainage facilities and methodologies should be

described as part of the permitting process. Mixing zones may need to be requested at each of the creek

crossings.

2

ETAT Review by US Army Corps of Engineers on (7/31/2006)

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Effect: Minimal
At-Risk Resource:
Wetlands

Comments on Effects:
The widening of this corridor on the existing alignment should not generate any substantial cumulative

effects from a wetland perspective. The roadway is a major commercial corridor with a large percentage of

large truck traversing the City of Stark.

Recommended Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures:
None found.
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2.2. Alternative #2

2.2.1. Alternative Description

2.2.2. Segment(s) Description

Recommended Actions to Improve At-Risk Resources:
Bridging all open water crossings.

Alternative #2

Alternative Description
From CR 227

To CR 233

Type New Alignment

Status ETAT Review Complete

Total Length 8.64 mi.

Cost
Modes Roadway

Location and Length
Segment #1

Name US 301

Beginning Location CR 227

Ending Location CR 233

Length (mi.) 8.64

Roadway Id
BMP ??

EMP ??

Jurisdiction and Class
Segment #1

Jurisdiction FDOT

Urban Service Area Out

Functional Class RURAL: Principal Arterial - Other

Current and Future Conditions
Base Conditions

Segment #1
Year
AADT unspecified

Lanes
Config

Interim Plan
Segment #1

Year
AADT unspecified

Lanes
Config

Needs Plan
Segment #1

Year
AADT unspecified
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2.2.3. Project Effects Overview

Lanes
Config

Cost Feasible Plan
Segment #1

Year
AADT unspecified

Lanes
Config

Funding Sources
Segment #1

UNFUNDED funding amount: unspecified

Project Effects Overview

Issue Degree of Effect Organization Date Reviewed
Natural
Air Quality 3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Coastal and Marine N/

A

N/A / No

Involvement

Suwannee River Water Management

District

7/26/2006

Coastal and Marine N/

A

N/A / No

Involvement

National Marine Fisheries Service 6/28/2006

Contaminated Sites 2 Minimal Suwannee River Water Management

District

7/27/2006

Contaminated Sites 2 Minimal US Environmental Protection Agency 7/27/2006

Floodplains 2 Minimal US Environmental Protection Agency 7/26/2006

Floodplains 3 Moderate Suwannee River Water Management

District

7/31/2006

Navigation 0 None US Army Corps of Engineers 7/31/2006

Special Designations 2 Minimal Suwannee River Water Management

District

7/31/2006

Special Designations 2 Minimal US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Water Quality and

Quantity

3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Water Quality and

Quantity

3 Moderate Suwannee River Water Management

District

7/31/2006

Water Quality and

Quantity

3 Moderate FL Department of Environmental

Protection

7/28/2006

Wetlands 3 Moderate FL Department of Environmental

Protection

7/28/2006

Wetlands 3 Moderate Suwannee River Water Management

District

7/31/2006

Wetlands 3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/27/2006

Wetlands 3 Moderate US Fish and Wildlife Service 7/26/2006

Wetlands 3 Moderate US Army Corps of Engineers 7/31/2006
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2.2.4. Agency Comments and Summary Degrees of Effect2.2.4.1. Natural2.2.4.1.1. Air Quality

Wetlands N/

A

N/A / No

Involvement

National Marine Fisheries Service 6/28/2006

Wildlife and Habitat 3 Moderate US Fish and Wildlife Service 7/27/2006

Wildlife and Habitat 3 Moderate FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation

Commission

7/27/2006

Wildlife and Habitat N/

A

N/A / No

Involvement

National Marine Fisheries Service 6/28/2006

Cultural
Historic and

Archaeological Sites

3 Moderate Federal Highway Administration 7/31/2006

Historic and

Archaeological Sites

3 Moderate Miccosukee Tribe 7/20/2006

Historic and

Archaeological Sites

2 Minimal FL Department of State 6/20/2006

Recreation Areas 2 Minimal US Environmental Protection Agency 7/27/2006

Recreation Areas 3 Moderate Suwannee River Water Management

District

7/31/2006

Recreation Areas 3 Moderate FL Department of Environmental

Protection

7/28/2006

Community
Aesthetics 2 Minimal Federal Highway Administration 7/31/2006

Land Use 3 Moderate FL Department of Community Affairs 7/24/2006

Social 3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Secondary and Cumulative
Secondary and

Cumulative Effects

3 Moderate Suwannee River Water Management

District

7/31/2006

Secondary and

Cumulative Effects

3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Secondary and

Cumulative Effects

2 Minimal US Army Corps of Engineers 7/31/2006

Secondary and

Cumulative Effects

4 Substantial FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation

Commission

7/27/2006

Natural - Air Quality
Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Air Quality Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (2/01/2007)

Comments:
Under the criterion provided in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, Bradford County is in an area that has

been designated as an attainment area for carbon monoxide (CO) and ozone standards. At this time there are

no serious air quality problems in Bradford County because of relatively low countywide traffic volumes and the

absence of significant point-source emissions. However, because all the major roadways in the county converge

within the City of Starke, over time automobile and truck emissions will gradually worsen as the traffic volumes

increase and the speeds decrease. The project alternatives were subjected to a graphical Screening Test, which

makes various conservative worst-case assumptions about the meteorology, traffic, and site conditions. The

Screening Test uses these assumptions in the MOBILE Emissions Series Model and CALINE3 models to
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2.2.4.1.2. Coastal and Marine

produce a series of curves that can be used to determine the critical distance. The critical distance is the closest

a receptor can be to a given intersection without any chance of a significant air quality impact. In order to

complete the screening test, all of the existing and proposed project intersections were reviewed for traffic

volumes, speeds, and the closet reasonable receptor locations to determine the worst-case scenario. It was

determined that the at-grade intersection or interchange location with the highest traffic volumes would indicate

the greatest potential for air quality impacts for the No-Build Alternative, and for both the Build Alternatives.

Construction activities will cause minor short-term air quality impacts in the form of dust from earthwork and

unpaved roads, and smoke from open burning. These impacts will be minimized by adherence to all State and

local regulations and to the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. All State and local

agencies were provided with an opportunity to comment on this project. There were no adverse comments

regarding air quality. This project is in an area, which has been designated as attainment for ozone standards

under the criteria provided in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. This project is in conformance with the

State Implementation Plan because it will not cause violations of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards

(NAAQS).

ETAT Reviews for Air Quality
3

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/28/2006)

Air Quality Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Resources: Air Quality Level of Importance: Moderate. Due to the large percentage of diesel vehicle truck

traffic (avg 20% to 30%) utilizing this section of US 301, there may be air quality concerns relating to

particulate matter (PM).

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Bradford County and the City of Starke have not been designated non-attainment or maintenance for

ozone, carbon monoxide (CO) or particulate matter (PM) in accordance with the Clean Air Act. There are no

violations of National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Nevertheless, the environmental review of

this project should include an air impact analysis which documents the current pollutant concentrations

recorded at the nearest air quality monitors, an evaluation of anticipated emissions, air quality trend

analyses, and a comparison between alternatives. It is recommended that the environmental review also

include a hot spot analysis at the point in time and place where congestion is expected to be greatest during

the design life of the project. Although Bradford County and the City of Starke are not within a particulate

matter (PM) non-attainment or maintenance area, due to the large percentage of diesel vehicle truck traffic

(avg 20% to 30%) utilizing this section of US 301, FDOT should consider conducting a PM2.5 hotspot

analysis.

Additional Comments (optional):
As population growth and vehicle volumes increase, there is the potential to have air quality conformity and

non-attainment issues in the future. FDOT, MPOs, municipalities, and regional planning agencies should

conduct air quality modeling as traffic forecasts increase.

No review submitted from the FL Department of Environmental Protection-
No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-

Natural - Coastal and Marine
Coordinator Summary

N/

A

Summary Degree of Effect

Coastal and Marine Summary Degree of Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Reviewed By:
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2.2.4.1.3. Contaminated Sites

FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
None found.

ETAT Reviews for Coastal and Marine
N/

A

ETAT Review by Suwannee River Water Management District on (7/26/2006)

Coastal and Marine Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
No coastal or marine resources indentified within project limits.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
No effects anticipated.

N/

A

ETAT Review by National Marine Fisheries Service on (6/28/2006)

Coastal and Marine Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
None.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), has reviewed the information contained in the

Environmental Screening Tool for ETDM Project # 7640. The Florida Department of Transportation

proposes two alternatives to relieve congestion and provide safer operation on US 301 in Starke (Bradford

County, Florida). The Urban alternative would add lanes to expand the existing US 301 to a six-lane

controlled access roadway, while the Rural alternative would create a new four-lane limited access freeway

bypassing Starke. The bypass would diverge and merge with US 301 at CR 227 (south of Starke) and CR

233 (north of Starke). NMFS staff conducted a site inspection of the project area on June 20, 2006 to

assess potential concerns to living marine resources. The resources affected are not ones for which NMFS,

is responsible and therefore, we have no comment to provide regarding the projects impacts.

No review submitted from the FL Department of Environmental Protection-
No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-

Natural - Contaminated Sites
Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Contaminated Sites Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
The project area has been evaluated for the presence of potential contamination sites and a Level 1

Contamination Screening Evaluation Report has been prepared. Fifty-seven potentially contaminated sites have

been identified. The evaluation included field survey, reviewing the FDEP database lists and files of known and

potentially contaminated sites in the project area, and review of historical aerial photographs and property

ownership information. Interviews with local officials and some of the site owners were also conducted. Site

visits have been made to each site to examine the site for signs of potential contamination. Twenty-nine of the
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identified sites will be impacted by at least one of the proposed Build Alternatives. The other twenty-eight sites

that were identified during the initial evaluation will not be impacted by either of the proposed Build Alternatives.

The Urban Alternative with the West RR Overpass Option will potentially impact 24 sites. The Rural Alternative

has the potential to impact five sites. Each site identified has been given a risk rating of no, low, medium, and

high. The ratings express the degree of concern for potential contamination problems. Known problems may not

necessarily present a high cause for concern, if the regulatory agencies are aware of the situation and actions

are either complete or are underway, and if such actions will not have an adverse impact on the proposed

project. The status of tanks and contamination at some sites may be known, while at others the status may not

be known. At some sites, contamination is anticipated to occur within the proposed right-of-way. At other sites,

potential contamination is not anticipated because the required right-of-way is minimal or it is not in the area

where contamination is anticipated. Results of this evaluation will be used in the selection of the preferred

alternative. When a specific alternative is selected for implementation, a site assessment will be performed to

the degree necessary to determine levels of contamination and, if necessary, evaluation of the options and costs

to remediate. Resolution of problems associated with contamination will be coordinated with appropriate

regulatory agencies; and prior to construction appropriate action will be taken. If any unknown contamination is

encountered during construction, special provisions in the construction contract will require that the

contamination is handled properly, including any contaminated liquids, sludges, and solids discovered; and that

consideration is made for any contaminated soils and ground water.

ETAT Reviews for Contaminated Sites
2

ETAT Review by Suwannee River Water Management District on (7/27/2006)

Contaminated Sites Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
No known hazardous waste sites were listed in the GIS analysis data for this alternative. Since a significant

acreage on the corridor is agricultural, there is the potential that pesticides and fertilizer could have

contaminated the soils and groundwater in some of these areas.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Although no known contamination exists, right-of-way acquisitions process should involve some level of

investigation for pesticide and fertilizer storage facilities within the corridor.

Additional Comments (optional):
A Phase I Contamination Screening Report should be prepared for this alternative. Contamination

evaluations should be a factor in the pond siting analysis.

2

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/27/2006)

Contaminated Sites Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Resources: Soils, groundwater, surface water which have the potential to be negatively affected by

contaminated site features such as underground petroleum storage tanks, industrial or commercial facilities

with onsite storage of hazardous materials, solid waste facilities, hazardous waste facilities, National Priority

List (NPL) sites, etc. Level of Importance: These resources are of a high level of importance in the State of

Florida. However, a minimal degree of effect is being assigned for Alternative 2 of the proposed project (US

301 in Starke #7640).

Comments on Effects to Resources:
EPA reviewed the following contaminated sites GIS analysis data for the two alternatives at buffer distances

of 100 feet through 1320 feet (1/4 mile): Brownfield Location Boundaries, Geocoded Dry Cleaners,

Geocoded Gasoline Stations, Geocoded Petroleum Tanks, Hazardous Waste Sites, National Priority List

Sites, Nuclear Site Locations, Solid Waste Facilities, and Toxic Release Inventory Sites. The increased

buffer distance of 1/4 mile was selected due to the rural alternative alignment, which may vary in location

more so than the urban alternative. No features were listed for Brownfield Locations, Geocoded Dry

Cleaners, Geocoded Gasoline Stations, Hazardous Waste Sites, National Priority List Sites, Nuclear Site
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2.2.4.1.4. Farmlands

2.2.4.1.5. Floodplains

Locations, Solid Waste Facilities, and Toxic Release Inventory Sites. The following contaminated sites

features for Geocoded Petroleum Tanks were identified as being within proximity of the proposed project:

Geocoded Petroleum Tanks: 100-foot buffer distance: None 200-foot buffer distance: THONI STATION 500

-foot buffer distance: 301 QUICK STOP THONI STATION 1320-foot buffer distance: 301 QUICK STOP

BAKER JOLENE PROPERTY DAVIS EXPRESS INC DAVIS EXPRESS INC THONI STATION There are

few contaminated sites features located within proximity of the Rural Alternative 2. The roadway alignment

for Alternative 2 should not have a significant impact on businesses with onsite underground or above

ground petroleum storage tanks. However, the environmental review (PDE) phase of the project should

include a survey of the corridor to confirm the location of these petroleum tanks, along with other

contaminated site features which may have been previously located along the corridor. If any petroleum

storage tanks are to be impacted or removed during the construction phase of the project, sampling and

analysis of soils and groundwater should be conducted to determine if petroleum and hydrocarbon

pollutants are present above regulatory levels. If high levels of pollutants are identified, remediation of soils

and/or groundwater may be required prior to commencement of construction of the roadway project.

No review submitted from the FL Department of Environmental Protection-
No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-

Natural - Farmlands
Coordinator Summary

N/

A

Summary Degree of Effect

Farmlands Summary Degree of Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (2/06/2007)

Comments:
Through coordination with the Soil Conservation Service it has been determined that no farmlands as defined by

7 CFR 658 are located in the project vicinity.

ETAT Reviews for Farmlands
No reviews found for the Farmlands Issue.

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-
No review submitted from the Natural Resources Conservation Service-

Natural - Floodplains
Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Floodplains Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
The project alternatives were developed and evaluated in accordance with Executive Order 11988, "Floodplain

Management", USDOT Order 5650.2, "Floodplain Management and Protection", and Federal-Aid Policy Guide

23 CFR 650A. The limits of the flood prone areas have been delineated by the Federal Emergency Management

Agency (FEMA) as found on Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) Panels 120017-0150-D and 120015-0175-D for

Bradford County, dated November 15, 1989. No regulatory floodways are identified in the project area by these
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maps. The Department will hydraulically design proposed drainage structures to ensure minimal to no increase

in backwater surface elevation. The proposed improvements will not result in significant change in flood risk and

there will not be a significant change in potential for interruption or termination of emergency evacuation routes.

The proposed project will not encourage floodplain development consistent with the State of Florida's

Comprehensive Plan, which discourages the construction of roads in floodplains and requires local

governments, in cooperation with regional and state agencies, to adopt plans and policies that protect property

and the public from natural disasters (Section 187.201(7)(b)25, Florida Statues).

ETAT Reviews for Floodplains
2

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/26/2006)

Floodplains Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Resources: Floodplains Level of Importance: Low, due to minimal degree of effect.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
A review of GIS analysis data and maps for the Floodplains Issue revealed that FEMA GIS flood data for

Bradford County is unavailable. EPA reviewed the EST GIS map and GIS analysis data for FEMA Flood

Insurance Rate Maps 1996 and Special Flood Hazard Areas. The EST project location map, located in

Bradford County, did not have the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate color coding and the GIS analysis results

indicated No Features Found for both FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps 1996 and Special Flood Hazard

Areas. According to the GeoPlan Center, University of Florida, FEMA GIS flood data for Bradford County is

slated to start in 2008, with completion in 2009. EPA also reviewed FEMA flood mapping information from

the FEMA Map Service Center web site - http://msc.fema.gov. The Map Item ID for Bradford County

(Unincorporated and Incorporated Areas) was listed as 12007C0175D, with an effective date of 11/15/1989.

The map indicated that the majority of area within the project location was within Zone X of the FEMA Flood

Hazard Zone. Zone X corresponds to areas outside the 100year floodplain. There were small areas listed

as being within Zone A which corresponds to the 100-year floodplain. These areas appeared to be

associated with creeks, tributaries, surface water bodies, or swampy areas. EPA is assigning a minimal

degree of effect for the Floodplains Issue for both Alternatives 1 and 2 for the proposed project. It is

recommended that the environmental review phase of the project include an evaluation of federal, state,

and local sources of information regarding floodplains to determine whether the project will have a

significant impact on floodplains.

3

ETAT Review by Suwannee River Water Management District on (7/31/2006)

Floodplains Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The EST GIS analysis indicates that no floodplain information is available. Further review was conducted

using the FEMA FIRM maps Community Panel Numbers 12007C0150D and 12007C175D which indicate

that most of the corridor is in a Zone X flood zone. There are several Zone A flood zones which may be

impacted, specifically at creek crossings and at a few isolated floodplain locations. Most of the flood zones

are also considered wetlands. The rural alternative may bisect some of these floodplains and effect the

creeks. The level of importance is moderate because Alligator Creek is the main drainage conduit for the

City of Starke.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
It appears that impacts to floodplains will be moderate in nature in this corridor. Impacts are anticipated at

Prevatt Creek, Alligator Creek, Water Oak Creek and another undetermined creek where the new roadway

will need to cross. Additional floodplain areas are also indicated within this corridor which are generally

wetlands. The floodplains/wetlands may be bisected by the roadway. Impacts to Alligator Creek will be

scrutinized since this is the main drainage conduit for the City of Starke. Bridges would be recommended

over creeks and floodplains to minimize impacts. Floodplains/wetlands may need to be connected to

mantain flow under new roadway. Potential impacts must be quantified and storage volume must be

compensated.
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2.2.4.1.6. Infrastructure

2.2.4.1.7. Navigation

Additional Comments (optional):
An Environmnetal Resource permit (ERP) will be required for this project. Project design must compensate

for lost floodplain storage and other encroachment impacts. Crossings over the creeks and tributaries will

require Bridge Hydraulic Reports. No rise in upstream creek stages will be authorized. Zero rise

certifications with calculations from a registered professional engineer will be required.

No review submitted from the FL Department of Environmental Protection-
No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-

Natural - Infrastructure
Coordinator Summary

N/

A

Summary Degree of Effect

Infrastructure Summary Degree of Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (2/06/2007)

Comments:
None found.

ETAT Reviews for Infrastructure
No reviews found for the Infrastructure Issue.

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-

Natural - Navigation
Coordinator Summary

0

Summary Degree of Effect

Navigation Summary Degree of Effect: None
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
None found.

ETAT Reviews for Navigation
0

ETAT Review by US Army Corps of Engineers on (7/31/2006)

Navigation Effect: None
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
None found.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
None found.
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2.2.4.1.8. Special Designations

2.2.4.1.9. Water Quality and Quantity

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-
No review submitted from the US Coast Guard-

Natural - Special Designations
Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Special Designations Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
It is not anticipated that the proposed project will affect the Graham Conservation Area.

ETAT Reviews for Special Designations
2

ETAT Review by Suwannee River Water Management District on (7/31/2006)

Special Designations Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Based on the EST GIS analysis and review of the project area the Graham Conservation Area appears to

be within 500 ft of the project boundary.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
It does not appear that the area will be affected the roadway development unless the stormwater

stormwater management facilities encroach upon the area as a part of the project design.

Additional Comments (optional):
An Environmental Resouce Permit will be required for this project. If any impacts, including secondary

impacts, are anticipated then further evaluation will occur during the permitting process.

2

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/28/2006)

Special Designations Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Resources: Features identified as Special Designations

Comments on Effects to Resources:
A review of GIS analysis data in the EST indicates that the Graham Conservation Area (Florida Natural

Areas Inventory Managed Lands) is within the 500-foot buffer distance of the proposed project. It is

recommended that project alignment avoid or minimize impacts to this resource.

No review submitted from the FL Department of Environmental Protection-
No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-

Natural - Water Quality and Quantity
Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Page 45 of 66 Printed on: 5/02/2007



Water Quality and Quantity Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
A Water Quality Impact Evaluation (WQIE) has been completed for the proposed project. The proposed storm

water facility design will include, at a minimum, the water quantity requirements for water quality impacts as

required by the SRWMD in Rules 40B-4. During the design and permitting phase of the project, close

coordination will be carried out with appropriate environmental agencies, including: USEPA, FDEP, SRWMD,

and the USCOE. Prior to construction, a notice of intent must be filed under the state general permit to meet

USEPAs National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System NPDES requirements. During project construction,

temporary increases in turbidity will be controlled by procedures and techniques outline in the State of Florida

Standard Specifications, Section 104, "Prevention, Control, and Abatement of Erosion and Water Pollution".

ETAT Reviews for Water Quality and Quantity
3

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/28/2006)

Water Quality and Quantity Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Resources: Water quality - surface water Level of Importance: These resources are of a high level of

importance in the State of Florida.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
The proposed project is located within the Alligator Creek, Gum Creek, Lake Crosby Outlet, Prevatt Creek,

Sampson River, and Wateroak Creek drainage basins. None of these surface water bodies is listed on the

303(d) list of impaired waters and watershed condition is listed as Good. Alternative 2 includes a new

roadway alignment through a rural area. There is the potential to have direct and indirect impact to water

quality in surface waters and wetlands. Potential impacts to water quality include sedimentation and

stormwater runoff during construction activities and increased stormwater runoff from the impervious

roadway surface. This roadway will be used by a large volume or deisel truck traffic which could increase

hydrocarbon-based pollutants and other debris on the roadways. Indirect and secondary impacts to water

quality may result from additional commercial, industrial, and/or residential development in the area as a

result of the roadway. Stormwater runoff is classified as a nonpoint source of pollution. Runoff from

roadways carry pollutants such as volatile organics, petroleum hydrocarbons, heavy metals, and

pesticides/herbicides. Stormwater pond siting should be such that direct and indirect impacts to water

quality in surface water and wetlands is avoided or minimized to the best extent practicable. Proper

stormwater conveyance, containment, and treatment will be required in accordance with state and federal

regulations and guidelines.

3

ETAT Review by Suwannee River Water Management District on (7/31/2006)

Water Quality and Quantity Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The proposed project is located in the Santa Fe River Basin. According to the EST GIS analysis, the project

is located within four drainage basins; Gum Creek, Prevatt Creek, Sampson River, and Water Oak Creek.

The identified resources include wetlands, streams floodplains commercial development businesses,

schools, and other developments. The level of importance is high.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Alternative #2 will cause an increase in pollutant loads within a new corridor due to the new roadway

(impervious). Stormwater treatment will be required for the new impervious at a minimum. Stormwater

facilities will need to be designed to meet allowable discharge requirements. In general, post development

discharges must be less than or equal to the pre-development discharges. Water quality and water quantity

requirements must meet District rules as per 40B-4.2030, F.A.C. The corridor needs to be investigated to

determine if any existing wells need to be abandoned within the new corridor. Permits are required for

abondon wells. An erosion control plan will be required and a description of the construction methodology
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2.2.4.1.10. Wetlands

should be developed to determine if temporary impacts to water quality and quantity may occur during

construction. Mixing zones may need to be requested at the creek crossings. Pond siting analysis will need

to take into account existing wetlands within the corridor.

Additional Comments (optional):
An Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) will be required for this project. ERP modifications may be

required for existing parcels that have significant site modifications from parcel right-of-way acquisitions.

Well abandonment approvals may also be required. The Location Hydraulics Report, Bridge Hydraulics

Reports, Pond Siting Report, and a Preliminary Engineering Report will be required for this project.

3

ETAT Review by FL Department of Environmental Protection on (7/28/2006)

Water Quality and Quantity Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Stormwater runoff from the road surface may alter adjacent wetlands and surface waters through increased

pollutant loading. Increased runoff carrying oils, greases, metals, sediment, and other pollutants from the

increased impervious surface would be of significant concern. Natural resource impacts within and adjacent

to the proposed road right-of-way will likely include alteration of the existing surface water hydrology and

natural drainage patterns, and reduction in flood attenuation capacity of area creeks, ditches, and sloughs

as a result of increased impervious surface within the watershed.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Every effort should be made to maximize the treatment of stormwater runoff from the proposed road project

to prevent ground and surface water contamination. Stormwater treatment should be designed to maintain

the natural pre-development hydroperiod and water quality, as well as to protect the natural functions of

adjacent wetlands.

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-

Natural - Wetlands
Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Wetlands Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
A Wetland Evaluation Report has been prepared for the proposed project. During the projects design phase the

FDOT will coordinate with the SRWMD and USACE in an effort to secure the appropriate permits. FDOT will

comply with all state and federal wetland regulatory requirements. Any wetland impacts that would result from

the construction of the proposed project will be mitigated to the satisfaction of the regulatory agencies.

ETAT Reviews for Wetlands
3

ETAT Review by FL Department of Environmental Protection on (7/28/2006)

Wetlands Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The proposed highway corridor crosses several streams - Water Oak Creek, Gum Creek, and Alligator

Creek - and associated floodplains and wetland areas. The EST indicates that there are 17.46 acres and
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37.65 acres of palustrine wetlands within the 100-ft. and 200-ft. project buffer zones.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
The project will require an environmental resource permit (ERP) from the Suwannee River Water

Management District. The ERP applicant will be required to eliminate or reduce the proposed wetland

resource impacts of the new highway construction project to the greatest extent practicable: - Minimization

should emphasize avoidance-oriented corridor alignments, wetland fill reductions via pile bridging and

steep/vertically retained side slopes, and median width reductions within safety limits. - Wetlands should not

be displaced by the installation of stormwater conveyance and treatment swales; compensatory treatment

in adjacent uplands is the preferred alternative. - After avoidance and minimization have been exhausted,

mitigation must be proposed to offset the adverse impacts of the project to existing wetland functions and

values. Significant attention is given to forested wetland systems, which are difficult to mitigate. - The

cumulative impacts of concurrent and future road improvement projects in the vicinity of the subject project

should also be addressed.

3

ETAT Review by Suwannee River Water Management District on (7/31/2006)

Wetlands Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
A review of National Wetland Inventory data indicate that 17.5 and 37.7 acres of Palustrine wetlands are

located within 100 ft and 200 ft buffers, respectively. These wetlands are a combination of cypress, wet

flatwoods, and wetland mixed forest in a mostly rural undeveloped area containing some farmland.

Wetlands within Alternative #2 are likely to have been less impacted by previous disturbances than those in

Alternative #1. They have probably been logged and ditched to some degree. Although none are unique,

their importance is likely to be greater than in Alternative #1. Four perennial streams are associated with the

forested wetlands including: Alligator, Prevatt, Water Oak, and an unnamed creek. The importance of these

resources is likely moderate to high.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Potential direct impacts to wetlands include filling, alteration of hydrology, and clearing of vegetation.

Placement of fill is a permanent impact that will completely remove all wetland functions. Therefore, permit

application submittal must clearly indicate how filling impacts were avoided and minimized to the maximum

extent practicable. The project should consider the use of bridging across wetlands to reduce the impacts of

filling. Although bridging is less impacting than filling the project should analyze the effects of shading upon

wetland and benthic stream communities. Alterations to wetland hydrology are likely to result when the new

road destroys natural hydrologic connections that bisect the wetlands. Although hydrological impacts are

less severe than filling, reduction in the level of wetland functions will occur. Wetland hydrology impacts can

be minimized by use of bridging or culverts of sufficient size and placement to maintain hydrologic

connections. Permit application submittal must include an analysis of culvert placement. Construction of

new roads will increase erosion that must be controlled to prevent introduction of sediment into adjacent

wetlands and benthic communities of streams. Permit application submittal must quantify the level of direct,

secondary, and temporary impacts. Removal of canopy vegetation will greatly reduce the capacity of

forested wetlands to perform their normal functions. Threatened and endangered plant species potentially

located within the project area may include Adder's tongue fern, Auricled spleenwort, Climbing dayflower,

and Cuplet fern. Temporary impacts to wetlands due to construction activities should also be addressed in

the permit application. Construction methodology should be evaluated to minimize wetland impacts.

Temporary impacts to wetlands must be replaced. Wetlands should be repaired and/or replaced back to pre

-construction conditions. Mitigation plans for the temporary impacts may be requested by the district.

Additional Comments (optional):
A Wetland Evaluation Report including a UMAM analysis will be required to determine the level of impacts

upon wetland functions and mitigation required to replace lost wetland functions. Analyses must be

completed for: 1) pre-project (existing) conditions, 2) post-project (impacted) conditions, and 3) with

mitigation. The report should also include how impacts were avoided and minimized through project design

and construction techniques. An erosion control plan that clearly explains how erosion and turbidity

prevention involving wetlands and streams should be included. Wetland impacts are likely, therefore an
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Environmental Resource Permit will be required. Wetland delineation will be required and projected wetland

impacts should be placed on the Annual FDOT Environmental Inventory. The district with consultation with

other agencies will determine an acceptable mitigation plan for the impacts.

3

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/27/2006)

Wetlands Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Resources: Wetlands, wetlands habitat, water quality Level of Importance: These resources are of a high

level of importance in the State of Florida and within the project corridor for Alternative 2. Wetlands serve

important function such as water quality enhancement, flood storage capacity, drainage, and wildlife habitat.

EPA is assigning a moderate degree of effect to the wetlands issue for Alternative 2 of the proposed project

(US 301 in Starke #7640).

Comments on Effects to Resources:
A review of GIS analysis data (National Wetlands Inventory) in the EST for wetlands indicates that there are

palustrine wetlands present along the roadway corridor within the 100, 200, and 500 foot buffer distances.

100 foot buffer distance - 17.5 acres - 8.45% of total acres 200 foot buffer distance - 37.6 acres - 9.07% of

total acres 500 foot buffer distance - 119.4 acres - 11.4% of total acres The Wetlands 1995 data in the EST

classifies the wetlands as cypress, wet flatwoods, and wetland forested mixed. It is recommended that the

environmental phase of the project include delineation of wetlands; functional analysis of wetlands to

determine their value and function; an evaluation of stormwater pond sites to determine their impact on

wetlands; a review of any surface water crossings (such as bridges) to determine their impact on wetlands;

avoidance and minimization strategies for wetlands; and mitigation plans to compensate for adverse

impacts.

3

ETAT Review by US Fish and Wildlife Service on (7/26/2006)

Wetlands Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Federally listed plant and animal species, migratory birds, the habitats they occupy and are supported by

(foraging, sheltering, and breeding), and wetlands. These trust resources have a high level of importance.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Reviews of the GIS database associated with the Environmental Screening Tool depict pristine palustrine

and riverine wetlands that may be impacted by the proposed project. The Service would recommend that

wetlands in the project area be delineated and evaluated using an evaluation technique such as the

Wetland Rapid Assessment Procedure (WRAP) or the Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM). If

impacts to wetlands are unavoidable, the Service would recommend minimizing the impacts to the greatest

extent practicable and that all impacts to wetlands are mitigated. Mitigation should be in-kind and within the

same watershed basin as the proposed impact. The Service offers the following comments in regards to

public lands. The Greater Suwannee Ecosystem Management Area and the Graham Conservation Area are

within the 500 foot buffer zone of the proposed new alignment. All opportunities to avoid and or minimize

impacts and fragmentation to these trust resources should be explored to the greatest extent. Measures to

promote wildlife movement such as wildlife crossings, fencing, and elevated structures adjacent to all public

lands should be explored and considered.

Additional Comments (optional):
Comments are provided in accordance with the section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as

amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16

U.S.C. 661 et seq.), and Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-712 et seq.).
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3

ETAT Review by US Army Corps of Engineers on (7/31/2006)

Wetlands Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The information within the EST suggests palustrine wetlands exist in buffer distances of 100, 200, and 500

feet. The National Wetlands Inventory data within the GIS portion of the EST states wetland incorporate

approximately 17.46 acres within a 100-foot buffer, 37.64 acres within a 200-foot buffer, and 119.42 acres

within a 500-foot buffer. More telling is the wetlands acreages provided by the Wetlands 1995 data within

the GIS portion of the EST. This data suggests approximately 2.29 acres of wetlands described as cypress,

2.17 acres of wetlands described as wet flatwoods, and 14.68 acres of wetlands described as wetland

mixed forested as within the 100-foot buffer. The data also suggests nearly 41.76 acres of wetlands within a

200-foot buffer which include mixed cypress (4.30 ac), wet flatwoods (6.29 ac), and wetland mixed forest

(31.17). Alligator Creek, Prevatt Creek, Water Oak Creek, and other waterways provide the drainage in the

area of the proposed project. There is an issue of jurisdiction regarding the potential project. The U.S. Army

Corps of Engineers (Corps) will require the FL DOT conduct a wetland jurisdiction evaluation for the project.

This evaluation must include an identification of waters or wetlands which connect into waters of the United

States and those areas which would be considered isolated systems. The Alternative consists of utilizing

the majority of the current US 301 alignment. This alignment is mostly developed commercial, residential,

and/or under agriculture use. Wetlands within the potential expansion corridor most likely have experienced

some indirect impact from the existing roadway. If the FL DOT proposes to impact wetlands or waters which

would be considered contiguous with waters of the United States, a Federal Dredge and Fill permit would

be required. If the impacts are less than 0.50-acre then the potential to utilize a General Permit may be

appropriate. If impacts greater than 0.50-acre are proposed, a Standard Permit (Individual Permit) would be

necessary prior to construction. The Corps may only determine the functions and value of any given

wetland through the review, and potential field verification, of a functional analysis containing pre and post-

project impact analysis and/compared to the mitigation pre and post-project analysis.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
The widening of the roadway may eliminate wetland functions and values existing within the roadway

corridor and the potential areas proposed for placement of additional stormwater facilities. It appears there

is a potential for multiple acres of impact within the possible widening area including multiple crossings. The

Corps would request that all efforts/measures be reviewed and implemented to avoid impacts to wetlands.

The Corps would also request an analysis be provided which documents all alternatives evaluated to avoid

impacts to waters of the United States (including wetlands). The analysis should also discuss all measure

taken to minimize all unavoidable impacts. The information with the EST (Wetlands 1995) suggests that

Alternative 1 has 2.8 acres of wetlands within the 100-foot buffer and 11.06 acres in the 200-foot buffer.

Alternative 2 contains 19.1 acres of wetlands within the 100-foot buffer and 41.76 in the 200-foot buffer. A

comparison provides an indication that Alternative 1 would generate far less wetland impact. The FL DOT

would have to provide justification why Alternative 2 would be selected over Alternative 1. Especially since

FL DOT would have to provide information stating why Alternative 2 is the least environmentally practicable

alternative.

Additional Comments (optional):
If jurisdictional waters of the United States (including wetlands) are proposed for impact, the Corps

recommends the FL DOT provide the following: 1. Please provide a jurisdictional determination for the

entire corridor including the proposed stormwater pond locations. This determination should include

drawings on 8.5 by 11 inch paper, aerials, USGS quad maps, wetland delineation maps depicting the

wetland line preferably on an aerials, soils mapping, and wetlands designated by FLUCFCS codes. 2.

Please provide a functional analysis consistant with the proposed mitigation plan for the entire project. 3.

Analysis for bridge/no-bridge for all open water crossings including alternatives. 4. Pond siting analysis

which should include a demonstration of how environmental affects, including wetlands, were evaluated in

determining location. 5. Analysis of wetland avoidance and minimization which should clearly depict all

methods and measures to avoid waters/wetlands and/or minimize the roadway effect upon jurisdictional

waters. 6. A compensatory mitigation plan which fully offsets for all impacts which are unavoidable and

have been minimized following the alternative analysis, pond-siting analysis, analysis of wetland avoidance

and minimization, and consist with the functional analysis. The mitigation plan must also provide the

appropriate mitigation to compensate for wetland impacts. 7. If the final plan includes the removal of any

existing bridge(s), then a construction/demolition plan will be required. This plan should indicate step by

step procedures for construction/destruction and the methods and techniques which will be utilized.
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Discussion should include use of explosives, barges, extent of dredging, temporary structures, if discharge

of fill material would occur, location of dredge spoil, final location of construction/demolition debris, material

transportation methods, etc. A similar plan should be submitted which depicts the construction of a new

bridge.

N/

A

ETAT Review by National Marine Fisheries Service on (6/28/2006)

Wetlands Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
None.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), has reviewed the information contained in the

Environmental Screening Tool for ETDM Project # 7640. The Florida Department of Transportation

proposes two alternatives to relieve congestion and provide safer operation on US 301 in Starke (Bradford

County, Florida). The Urban alternative would add lanes to expand the existing US 301 to a six-lane

controlled access roadway, while the Rural alternative would create a new four-lane limited access freeway

bypassing Starke. The bypass would diverge and merge with US 301 at CR 227 (south of Starke) and CR

233 (north of Starke). NMFS staff conducted a site inspection of the project area on June 20, 2006 to

assess potential concerns to living marine resources. The resources affected are not ones for which NMFS,

is responsible and therefore, we have no comment to provide regarding the projects impacts.

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-

Natural - Wildlife and Habitat
Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Wildlife and Habitat Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
An Endangered Species Biological Assessment and a wildlife and habitat evaluation have been prepared, for

the proposed project, to identify potential impacts to federal and state listed species that may potentially occur

within the project area. The Department will continue to work with the USFWS and the FWC to identify and

resolve issues relating to threatened and endangered species. In order to facilitate wildlife mobility, the FDOT

will consider wildlife underpasses in the design of the proposed project for areas where the linkage of public

lands can be achieved.

ETAT Reviews for Wildlife and Habitat
3

ETAT Review by US Fish and Wildlife Service on (7/27/2006)

Wildlife and Habitat Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Federally listed plant and animal species, migratory birds, the habitats they occupy and are supported by

(foraging, sheltering, and breeding), and wetlands. These trust resources have a high level of importance.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
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The Service has reviewed our Geographic Information Systems (GIS) database and the GIS database on

the Environmental Screening Tool for recorded locations of federally listed threatened and endangered

species on or adjacent to the project study area. The Service's GIS database is a compilation of data

received from several sources. After a literature review utilizing the 500 foot buffer and field reviews of the

proposed alignments, the Service has the following comments and recommendations: Land use throughout

the project corridor is primarily rural with scattered development. Upland habitat present along the corridor

consists of pinelands, shrub and brushland, grassland (agriculture), and barren land. Wetland habitat

existing along the corridor consists of open water, wet flatwoods, wetland mixed forest, hardwood swamp,

and cypress swamp. A major reason for the wood stork (Mycteria americana) decline has been the loss and

degradation of feeding habitat. A variety of nearby wetland habitats such as roadside or agricultural ditches

can provide good forage areas for storks, and storks typically do most of their feeding in wetlands between

5 and 40 miles from the colony. The Service recommends that wetlands in the project area be delineated

and evaluated using an evaluation technique such as the Wetland Rapid Assessment Procedure (WRAP)

or the Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM). The Service recommends assessing any possible

impacted wetland for potential wood stork usage, such as wetlands that are seasonally flooded and drawn

down with littoral shelf areas, which may fall within 21 km (13 miles) of an active wood stork colony (Core

Foraging Area). If wetland impacts occur from the proposed actions, type for type (in-kind) wetland creation

would be recommended within the CFA. An active bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) territory (BR 002)

is located near the proposed project area. The Service has proposed to remove (delist) the bald eagle from

the list of threatened and endangered species because the bald eagle population has recovered in the

lower 48 states, threats to the species have been reduced or eliminated, and reproductive success has

significantly increased. In Florida, the population has tripled since 1982. As a result of this population

rebound, the Service has determined that the bald eagle no longer warrants protection under the

Endangered Species Act (ESA); however, the bald eagle will continue to be managed and protected by the

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. For all projects, we

recommend that exterior construction activities and site work within 660-feet be conducted outside of

nesting season (October 1 - May 15). "Site work" is defined as all infrastructure work, including roads,

sewer, water, power lines, fill and excavation work for homes and buildings. We discourage heavy

construction activity during the nesting period, particularly the use of dump trucks. If there are construction

activities within 660 feet from a nest tree the following guidance and subsequent clearance protocol should

be followed: 1. A 660-foot no activity buffer zone shall be maintained around the nest under the following

conditions: (a) building construction at any height, and (b) where the project footprint is any size, and (c) the

activity will be visible from the nest, and (d) if there is no similar activity within 1 mile of the nest. 1a. If there

is existing tolerated activity of similar scope closer than 1 mile from the nest, then the buffer zone may be

adjusted to the same distance as the activity or structure that occurs within the 660 feet. 2. A 330-foot no

activity buffer zone shall be maintained around the nest under the following conditions: (a) building

construction of any height, and (b) project footprint is one half acre or less, and (c) the activity will not be

visible from the nest, and (d) there is no similar activity within 1 mile of the nest. 2a. If there is existing

tolerated activity of similar scope closer than 1 mile from the nest, the buffer zone may be adjusted to the

same distance as that activity or structure that occurs within the 330 feet for any project footprint larger than

one half acre. 3. Surface water management ponds proposed from 100 feet to 660 feet constructed during

the non-nesting season. For the Service's recommendations on storm water management please visit the

Service's Panama City Ecological Service Field Office internet site at

http://www.fws.gov/panamacity/projects/stormwater.html. During this interim period, we will continue to

provide Biological Opinions to Federal Agencies for projects that qualify for section 7 consultation when

proposing any type of activity within 330 feet of a bald eagle nest that is not similar in scope. If construction

is unavoidable during the nesting season between 330 feet to 660 feet, the Bald Eagle Monitoring

Guidelines (September 2005) should be initiated. These guidelines will be revised in the near future and

posted on our website to reflect changes contained in this correspondence. Construction within 330 feet of

the nest during the nesting season should be avoided, since monitoring within this distance is not an option.

Lost, Inactive or Abandoned Nests - If a nest or a nest tree is lost by natural causes or storm events, we

recommend that the Guidelines apply through two (2) complete breeding seasons. A nest is considered

"abandoned" if it is inactive (unused) but intact or partially intact through five (5) complete breeding

seasons, in which case the Guidelines no longer apply. The Eastern Indigo snake may occupy a broad

range of habitats from scrub and sandhill communities, to wet prairies and swamps, near the proposed

project site. The Eastern Indigo snake is most strongly associated with high, dry, well-drained sandy soils,

and closely parallels habitat preferred by the gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus), a state of Florida

listed species. The Service would recommend that FDOT implement the Service's Standard Protection
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Measures for the Eastern Indigo snake during the construction phase of the project. Those measures can

be found at the Service's Jacksonville Ecological Service Field Office website at

http://northflorida.fws.gov/IndigoSnakes/east-indigo-snake-measures-071299.htm. Habitats suitable for the

red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis) should have surveys conducted to identify existing colonies.

Occupied habitats should be mapped identifying the clusters as well as a one-half mile foraging circles

around each cluster. All suitable scrub habitats should be surveyed for the presence of the Florida scrub-jay

(Aphelocoma coeruluscens). The scrub-jay protocol should evaluate dispersal impacts by extending the

survey to a minimum of the average dispersal distance (as defined by Stith et al. 1996 to be 3.5 km [2.2

miles]) on either side of the study corridor, utilizing the protocol posted on our website

(www.fws.gov/northflorida). The Service also recommends that the surveys do not take place at any

location in which raptors are present at the time of the survey. These areas will need to be surveyed at a

later time once it has been determined that raptors have left the immediate area.

Additional Comments (optional):
Comments are provided in accordance with the section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as

amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16

U.S.C. 661 et seq.), and Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-712 et seq.).

3

ETAT Review by FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission on (7/27/2006)

Wildlife and Habitat Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The Habitat Conservation Scientific Services Section of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation

Commission (FWC) has coordinated an agency review of ETDM #7640 in Bradford County, and provides

the following comments related to potential impacts to fish and wildlife resources on this Programming

Phase project. The project consists of widening US 301 through downtown Starke (Alternative 1), or

construction of a rural bypass around the city, referred to as the Truck Route along a corridor through a

more rural area (Alternative 2). A GIS analysis of fish and wildlife and habitat resources was conducted

using the Environmental Screening Tool within 500 feet of the project area Right-of-Way for Alignments 1

and 2. Both alignments contain wetlands of cypress swamp, bay swamp, freshwater marsh, hardwood

swamp, mixed wetland forests, and shrub swamp, while upland hardwood forests, mixed hardwood-pine

forests and pinelands are found within upland areas. However those results also indicate that Alignment 1,

the urban corridor, is a substantially more disturbed route where approximately 572 acres of high and low

impact urban land uses occur, compared to only 142 acres or urban land uses within Alignment 1. Also, a

moderately higher amount of the same native upland and wetland habitat types described above occur

within the rural bypass compared to the urban corridor. A total of approximately 34 acres of wetlands and

183 acres of uplands are found within urban Alignment 1, while 113 acres of native wetlands and 463 acres

of upland habitat occur within rural Alignment 2. Alignment 1, the urban corridor, crosses the drainage

basins of Prevatt Creek, Sampson River, and Wateroak Creek, as does the rural corridor which additionally

crosses the drainage basins of Alligator Creek, Bradford Gum Creek, and Lake Crosby Outlet. Wildlife

species known to use the wetland and upland plant community types found within both alignments, based

on range and presence of potential habitat, include the Florida black bear (T), Shermans fox squirrel (SSC),

gopher tortoise (SSC), limpkin (SSC), eastern indigo snake (T), red-cockaded woodpecker (T), little blue

heron (SSC), white ibis (SSC), tri-colored heron (SSC), and wood stork (E). The potential for occurrence,

habitat quality, value, and the ultimate ability for these species to access and fully utilize these habitat types

would be far greater within the plant communities along the rural Alignment 2, as opposed to the urban

Alignment 1.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
The direct impacts of Alignment 2 could be moderate to substantial, due to habitat loss from construction of

a new road alignment and DRAs within a rural area. Our project review indicates urban Alternative 1 would

result in less direct and secondary impacts to fish and wildlife resources and requisite upland and wetland

habitat as compared to rural Alternative 2.

Additional Comments (optional):
We recommend the following measures be considered during the PDE Study, and implemented on the
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future project to avoid, minimize, and mitigate project impacts to listed species and habitat: 1. A vegetative

cover map and accounting by acreage for each plant community type should be made for the affected

project area. Compensatory mitigation for all upland and wetlands habitat loss should be required. If

wetlands are mitigated under the provisions of Chapter 373.4137 F.S., the proposed mitigation sites should

be located within the immediate or same regional area, functionally equivalent, equal to or of higher

functional value, and as or more productive as the wetlands impacted by the project. 2. Surveys for listed

species should be performed within and adjacent to the ROW and proposed sites for Drainage Retention

Areas (DRAs) during the Project Development and Environment (PDE) Study. The methodology for these

surveys should be coordinated with FWC, and follow appropriate survey techniques or guidelines to

determine presence, absence, or probability of occurrence of various species, and to assess habitat quality.

These study methods should be designed considering the potential listed species discussed above. 3.

Based on the survey results, a plan should also be developed to address direct, secondary, and cumulative

impacts of the project on wildlife and habitat resources, including listed species. Avoidance, minimization,

and mitigation measures, including compensatory replacement for both upland and wetlands habitat loss,

should also be addressed. Land acquisition and restoration of appropriate tracts adjacent to existing public

lands, or tracts placed under conservation easement located adjacent to large areas of jurisdictional

wetlands that currently serve as regional core habitat areas, would be biologically appropriate and

supported by FWC. 4. The PDE Study should also include an investigation of the design, cost, location, and

construction techniques for longer bridges over streams and their floodplains, and wetlands, which would

improve hydrological and floodplain functioning, and minimize wetlands fill. These improved structures

would also reduce roadkills and provide improved habitat connectivity for wildlife species such as whitetail

deer, bobcat, river otter, and other upland, transitional, and aquatic species that use wetland riparian

systems within the project area. 5. Habitat impacts in both uplands and wetlands may be avoided where

possible by interchangeably designing the road expansion along those ROW areas where less habitat

resources occur. In addition, using the median and roadside swales for treating roadside runoff would

reduce the need for some off-site DRAs, and assist in reducing habitat loss. 6. Construction equipment

staging areas; storage of oils, greases, and fuel; fill and roadbed material; and vehicle maintenance

activities should be sited in previously disturbed areas far removed from streams, wetlands, or surface

water bodies. Staging areas, along with borrow areas, should also be surveyed for listed species. We

appreciate the opportunity to provide input on highway design and the conservation of fish and wildlife

resources. Please contact Mr. Ted Hoehn at (850) 410-0656 for further coordination on this project.

N/

A

ETAT Review by National Marine Fisheries Service on (6/28/2006)

Wildlife and Habitat Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
None.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), has reviewed the information contained in the

Environmental Screening Tool for ETDM Project # 7640. The Florida Department of Transportation

proposes two alternatives to relieve congestion and provide safer operation on US 301 in Starke (Bradford

County, Florida). The Urban alternative would add lanes to expand the existing US 301 to a six-lane

controlled access roadway, while the Rural alternative would create a new four-lane limited access freeway

bypassing Starke. The bypass would diverge and merge with US 301 at CR 227 (south of Starke) and CR

233 (north of Starke). NMFS staff conducted a site inspection of the project area on June 20, 2006 to

assess potential concerns to living marine resources. The resources affected are not ones for which NMFS,

is responsible and therefore, we have no comment to provide regarding the projects impacts.

No review submitted from the FL Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services-
No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-
No review submitted from the US Forest Service-
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2.2.4.2. Cultural2.2.4.2.1. Historic and Archaeological Sites

Cultural - Historic and Archaeological Sites
Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Historic and Archaeological Sites Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (2/01/2007)

Comments:
A Cultural Resources Assessment Survey has been completed for the proposed project. FDOT began

coordination with the SHPO through FHWA in 1998 and will continue close coordination as the project moves

forward.

ETAT Reviews for Historic and Archaeological Sites
3

ETAT Review by Federal Highway Administration on (7/31/2006)

Historic and Archaeological Sites Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Alternative 2 has the following resources within 200 feet: 2 Florida Site File cemeteries, 2 Florida Site File

standing structures, and 8 archaeological sites (of which one may be eligible for NRHP).

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Potential impacts to the resources need to be assessed.

3

ETAT Review by Miccosukee Tribe on (7/20/2006)

Historic and Archaeological Sites Effect: Moderate

Confidential:Archaeological or Historic Sites may occur in the area, please contact the Bureau of

Archaeological Research for more information at:

R.A. Gray Building

500 South Bronough Street

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0250

(850) 246-6440

2

ETAT Review by FL Department of State on (6/20/2006)

Historic and Archaeological Sites Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
There are two cemeteries BF135 and BF 162 within the 100' buffer. A number of archaeological sites have

been identified in the 100', 200' and 500' buffer zones. None of the archaeological sites have been

determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. The cemeteries are the Keller and

Brymer Cemeteries. Avoidance should be considered in these situations as they are within the 100' buffer.

Additional survey work would be required with this alternative.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
This alternative (Alt 2) has less impact on historic resources than Alt 1. There may be archaeological sites

not yet identified and recorded. A cultural resources assessment is appropriate.

Additional Comments (optional):
Either alternative requires cultural resource assessment. In Alt 1 are significant historic resources, with ALt

2 (the rural route) is the potential for archaeological sites and the cemeteries. There may be other natural

resources issues with the rural route discussed by the relevant reviewers.
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2.2.4.2.2. Recreation Areas

No review submitted from the Seminole Tribe-

Cultural - Recreation Areas
Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Recreation Areas Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
The Florida Trail Connector follows US 30 south of CR 227 and CR 227 west of US 301. The Palatka to Lake

Butler State Trail is proposed to follow an abandoned rail line that crosses US 301. The Rural Alternative will not

intersect with the abandoned rail line, however the Florida Trail Connector that follows US 301 south of CR 227

will need to be considered in the development of designs for the transition lanes at the terminus of the Rural

Alternative. FDOT will coordinate with the appropriate regulatory agencies as the proposed project moves

forward to identify and potential impacts to recreation areas within the project vicinity.

ETAT Reviews for Recreation Areas
2

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/27/2006)

Recreation Areas Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Level of Importance: These resources are of a high level of importance in the State of Florida. A minimal

degree of effect is being assigned for Alternative 2 of the proposed project (US 301 in Starke #7640).

Comments on Effects to Resources:
A review of GIS analysis data in the EST indicates that the Graham Conservation Area (Florida Natural

Areas Inventory Managed Lands) is within the 500-foot buffer distance of the proposed project. It is

recommended that project alignment avoid or minimize impacts to this resource.

Additional Comments (optional):
Section 4(f) review may be applicable.

3

ETAT Review by Suwannee River Water Management District on (7/31/2006)

Recreation Areas Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
A portion of the Florida Trail Connector (to Alligator Creek Greenway) is within the 100 ft buffer of the

project. ETS GIS analysis indicates that 3 parcel derived schools are located within the 100 ft buffer, and 5

located within the 500 ft buffer. In addition a portion of the Graham Conservation Area (FNAIML) is within a

500 ft buffer of the construction of the new road. The importance of these resources is likely to be high.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Effects upon the trail connector could be of concern if the new road construction crosses the trail and hikers

are forced to cross or walk along the new road. Project design should include a pedestrian bridge or other

component that will remove any unsafe road crossings. Effects upon the schools is likely to be of concern.

Abatements for the creation of noise and dust during construction should be included in the project design.

The effect of increased traffic (including trucks) post construction upon noise and safety should also be
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2.2.4.2.3. Section 4(f) Potential

2.2.4.3. Community2.2.4.3.1. Aesthetics

considered and appropriate abatement strategies designed. Impacts of ingress and egress access to the

schools should be considered in the project design so that traffic flow is not rendered unsafe. The proposed

new road should be routed so as to avoid the Graham Conservation Area.

3

ETAT Review by FL Department of Environmental Protection on (7/28/2006)

Recreation Areas Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The proposed highway runs within 500 ft. of the Graham Conservation Area, owned/managed by the

Suwannee River Water Management District. In addition, the DEP Office of Greenways and Trails notes

that the southern terminus for both the Urban and Rural alternatives is located where the Palatka to Lake

Butler State Trail crosses SR 200/US 301. The trail is owned by the State of Florida and leased to/managed

by the Office of Greenways and Trails.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
The Palatka to Lake Butler State Trail is a former rail corridor that is being developed as a 12-ft. wide paved

multi-use trail. Location of the road alignment could make access difficult for trail users. Future adjacent

development may also affect the trail by generating increased vehicular traffic. DEP staff encourages the

use of a grade separated crossing (for the trail) with the roadway design to enhance alternative

transportation, preserve public access, and increase safety on the trail. Future environmental

documentation should include an evaluation of the primary, secondary, and cumulative impacts of the

project on the above public lands. For further information and assistance, please contact Robin Turner at

the DEP Office of Greenways and Trails, phone (850) 245-2052.

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-
No review submitted from the National Park Service-

Cultural - Section 4(f) Potential
Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Section 4(f) Potential Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (2/06/2007)

Comments:
Once a preferred alternative is recommended, a Section 4(f) evaluation will be coordinated with SHPO to

address use of NRHP sites within the preferred alternative.

ETAT Reviews for Section 4(f) Potential
No reviews found for the Section 4(f) Potential Issue.

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-

Community - Aesthetics
Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect
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2.2.4.3.2. Economic

2.2.4.3.3. Land Use

Aesthetics Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
The current urban environment along U.S. 301 is cluttered with driveways, utility poles and signs. The proposed

Urban Alternative will require a wider right-of-way in which there will be a greater separation of adjacent land

uses, the automobile, the pedestrian and the utility poles. An urban typical section with curbs and gutters will be

compatible with the urban environment. The Urban Alternative will have a wide paved area necessary to

accommodate six to eight lanes of traffic; however, along the Urban Alternative a boulevard concept is being

considered for the immediate downtown area, between SR 100 and SR 16, in association with the Urban

Alternative. The boulevard concept will include landscaping of both the median and exterior grassed areas with

a meandering sidewalk provided. This can be accomplished where purchase of right-of-way results in remnant

parcels, or parcels that are neither accessible nor buildable, or by obtaining a landscaping easement. The

boulevard would be complementary to the improvements that have been made by the city throughout the

downtown Historic District area. Furthermore, there has been no concern expressed by the community with

regards to the visual quality of either of the two Build Alternatives.

ETAT Reviews for Aesthetics
2

ETAT Review by Federal Highway Administration on (7/31/2006)

Aesthetics Effect: Minimal
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The uploaded pictures show residential areas near the proposed new section of roadway.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
The environmental document should assess the noise impact to these residential areas.

No review submitted from the North Central Florida Regional Planning Council-

Community - Economic
Coordinator Summary

N/

A

Summary Degree of Effect

Economic Summary Degree of Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (2/06/2007)

Comments:
None found.

ETAT Reviews for Economic
No reviews found for the Economic Issue.

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-
No review submitted from the North Central Florida Regional Planning Council-

Community - Land Use
Coordinator Summary
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2.2.4.3.4. Mobility

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Land Use Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
The project will not be advanced until it is determined to be consistent with the Bradford County comprehensive

plan. Bradford County and the City of Starke are both planning for increased development. Along U.S. 301 both

to the north and south of the urban center, commercial uses will fill in where residential and currently

undeveloped areas exist. The current trend is for commercial and office development to occur along the highway

to the south of Call Street. A new industrial area has been designated to the southeast in the vicinity of the CSX

main rail line and the industrial area designated by the County. The infill of new commercial uses along U.S. 301

is expected to create increased traffic and access demands. The Comprehensive Plan for the City of Starke, last

updated October 2004, includes a Traffic Circulation Element that identifies deficiencies in the level of service on

U.S. 301 and recommends improvements. The Recommended Transportation Improvements map indicates that

U.S. 301 be widened to 6 lanes or an equivalent action should be taken. The Comprehensive Plan Policy

B.1.1.3 states that ???By communication to the FDOT District Secretary, urge the FDOT to complete the PDE

Study for U.S. 301???. Under ???Proposed Improvements???, the plan indicates that six lanes are needed, but

may not be feasible due to limited right-of-way and the amount of commercial activity along the right-of-way. The

plan recognizes that the FDOT is considering an alternate rural route.

ETAT Reviews for Land Use
3

ETAT Review by FL Department of Community Affairs on (7/24/2006)

Land Use Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The Department of Community Affairs (DCA) has reviewed the referenced project and, based on current

information, this project (Alternatives 1 and 2) are not addressed within the local governments

comprehensive plan. The Department has concerns that the urban option (Alternative 1) would have

significant impacts to the City of Starke. Widening of SR 301 through the City would create public safety

issues, as well as having detrimental impacts to the citys character. The Department is supportive of the

limited access truck bypass in the rural option (Alternative 2). This option should, to the greatest extent

possible, avoid impacts to existing agricultural operations. Therefore, at this time, the project should not be

advanced into the Department of Transportations Five Year Work Program until the comprehensive plan is

amended to reflect the proposed roadway modification. Staff will make a determination of the consistency of

the proposed roadway with the respective comprehensive plan when the comprehensive plan is amended

to include the roadway on an adopted future transportation map and improvement five year schedule.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
see above

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-
No review submitted from the North Central Florida Regional Planning Council-

Community - Mobility
Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Mobility Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (2/06/2007)

Comments:
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2.2.4.3.5. Relocation

2.2.4.3.6. Social

The proposed project will enhance the mobility for the residents of Bradford County as well as the traveling

public of northeast Florida.

ETAT Reviews for Mobility
No reviews found for the Mobility Issue.

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-
No review submitted from the Federal Transit Administration-
No review submitted from the North Central Florida Regional Planning Council-

Community - Relocation
Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Relocation Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (2/01/2007)

Comments:
In order to minimize the unavoidable effects of right-of-way acquisition and displacement of people, the Florida

Department of Transportation will carry out a right-of-way and relocation program in accordance with Florida

Statute 339.09 and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970 (Public

Law 91-646 as amended by Public Law 100-17).

ETAT Reviews for Relocation
No reviews found for the Relocation Issue.

No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-
No review submitted from the North Central Florida Regional Planning Council-

Community - Social
Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Social Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
Social and economic impacts have been evaluated for the proposed project and will be detailed in the

project???s Environmental Documentation. Public involvement will continue as the project moves forward.

ETAT Reviews for Social
3

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/28/2006)

Social Effect: Moderate
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Resources: Residential communities and properties, commercial businesses and properties, farmland,

social service facilities, community centers, public assisted housing, schools, healthcare facilities, public

parks and recreation areas, historic properties, minority, elderly, or disabled populations, sociocultural

resources such as social, economic, mobility, land use, aesthetics, relocation Level of Importance: These
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2.2.4.4. Secondary and Cumulative2.2.4.4.1. Secondary and Cumulative Effects

resources are of a high level of importance. Significant impact to these types of resources should be

avoided or minimized. Alternative 1, the urban alternative, has the potential to significantly impact these

types of resources. The potential to have numerous sociocultural impacts throughout the Alternative 1

alignment is high. Alternative 2, the rural alternative, is a bypass which would be located to the west of the

City of Starke. This alternative would have much less impact to social resources; however, the roadway

would possibly divide farm land.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
A memorandum dated June 14, 2006 from Dan Dankert, ETDM Coordinator, FDOT District 2, to EST

Project 7640 File was included as a pdf attachment on the EST programming screen. This memorandum

outlines agency/local involvement and public involvement that has occurred since approximately 1993.

Throughout the years from 1993/94 to present, extensive public participation has taken place regarding

proposals for this project. EPA recommends that a Sociocultural Effects (SCE) Evaluation be conducted as

detailed in the FDOT document entitled Sociocultural Effects in ETDM dated November 2005. This

document outlines the importance of evaluating sociocultural effects throughout the transportation planning

and development process. An SCE Evaluation is used to assess community impacts utilizing both

quantitative and qualitative methods. The SCE Evaluation should be based on the best available data and

provide for adequate public involvement and outreach activities. Some of the issues to be considered when

conducting an SCE Evaluation include: social consequences to surrounding or interconnected communities;

demographics of affected community; displacement of population; increase/decrease of population as a

result of the project; displacement of minority populations; and disproportionate effects on special

populations. All of these issues are important for the proposed project and should be evaluated when

selecting the project alignment (alternative). Based upon information provided in the June 14, 2006

memorandum, social impacts such as residential relocations, business relocations, and economic impacts

vary significantly between the two alternatives. EPA recommends that direct and indirect impact to social

resources and the affected communities be avoided or minimized to the best extent practicable. Extensitve

public involvement on this project should continue throughout revision(s) of the Environmental Impact

Statement (EIS).

No review submitted from the FL Department of Community Affairs-
No review submitted from the FL Department of Environmental Protection-
No review submitted from the Federal Highway Administration-
No review submitted from the North Central Florida Regional Planning Council-

Secondary and Cumulative - Secondary and Cumulative Effects
Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FIHS Central Office (1/31/2007)

Comments:
FDOT will coordinate and comply with state and federal regulatory agency requirements with respect to wetland

and water quality permitting. Wildlife and habitat issues will be coordinated with state and federal regulatory

agencies to resolve any potential issues and concerns.

ETAT Reviews for Secondary and Cumulative Effects
3

ETAT Review by Suwannee River Water Management District on (7/31/2006)

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Effect: Moderate
At-Risk Resource:
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Wetlands

Comments on Effects:
If direct impacts occur or if the new road construction encroaches closer to existing wetlands, secondary

impacts will most likely occur. Based on district rules a minimum of 15 ft and an average of 25 ft of buffer

should be provided around those wetlands that remain under permitted designs, unless additional

measures are needed for protection of wetlands listed for any protected species. The potential loss of

wetland functions, values, and wildlife habitat due to the encroachment of the roadway or stormwater

facilities, could result in a secondary impact. If secondary impacts occur there is a potential for the need of

additional mitigation. Secondary impacts could also occur due to construction related activities and

construction methodology. Potential construction impacts need to be evaluated as part of the permitting

process. Since the corridor of Alternative #2 crosses undeveloped property, the potential for cumulative

impacts within the region is a potential concern. The roadway crosses undeveloped lands that possess an

abudance of palustrine wetlands. The impacts of the proposed roadway should not significantly reduce the

coverage of this wetland type. The additional capacity and the general growth patterns for the area could

spur additional development. However, the roadway is currently proposed as a limited access four-lane

freeway. Since this is the case ingress and egress restrictions should limit future growth along the corridor.

Although the roadway will not be the straw that breaks the camel's back, the new road will potentially make

non-accessible land open to development if limited access restriction is removed in the future.

Recommended Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures:
The roadway and stormwater management facilities should be designed and located to avoid and minimize

wetland impacts. One alternative to avoid and minimize impacts is to bridge over wetlands and waterways.

Avoidance and minimization of wetland impacts can be achieved by designing the roadway typical section

as narrow as possible to reduce shading, filling and dredging impacts. Reductions in direct impacts will

ultimately reduce the potential for secondary impacts.

Recommended Actions to Improve At-Risk Resources:
New roadway construction should avoid wetlands to the greatest extend practicable. A description of

avoidance and minimization techniques and alternatives should be provided to the district as a part of the

permitting process.

________________________________

At-Risk Resource:
Water Quality and Quantity

Comments on Effects:
Stormwater discharges to receiving water bodies may have a secondary impact downstream if proper water

quality and quanity is not provided. There could be an effect on downstream waterbodies including Lake

Rowell, Lake Crosby and existing wetlands via discharges down the existing creeks such as Alligator Creek

and Prevatt Creek. Secondary impacts to downstream aquatic resources could also occur due to insufficient

stormwater facilities, erosion control, turbidity prevention and monitoring, and construction sequencing.

Recommended Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures:
Stormwater management facilities should be designed and located to avoid and minimize aquatic resource

impacts. During construction temporary drainage facilities should be designed so that downstream aquatic

resouces are not impacted.

Recommended Actions to Improve At-Risk Resources:
Construction sequencing plans indicating temporary drainage facilities and methodologies should be

described as part of the permitting process.
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3

ETAT Review by US Environmental Protection Agency on (7/28/2006)

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Effect: Moderate
At-Risk Resource:
Air Emissions

Comments on Effects:
Due to the large percentage of diesel vehicle truck traffic (avg 20% to 30%) utilizing this section of US 301,

there is the potential to have elevated levels of particulate matter (PM), especially PM2.5, in air emissions

from deisel trucks.

Recommended Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures:
As population growth and vehicle volumes increase, there is the potential to have air quality conformity and

non-attainment issues in the future. FDOT, MPOs, municipalities, and regional planning agencies should

conduct air quality modeling as traffic forecasts increase. FDOT should consider conducting a PM2.5

hotspot analysis.

Recommended Actions to Improve At-Risk Resources:
None found.

2

ETAT Review by US Army Corps of Engineers on (7/31/2006)

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Effect: Minimal
At-Risk Resource:
Wetlands

Comments on Effects:
The roadway is currently proposed as a limited access 4-lane freeway. Since this is limited access the

potential ingress/egress from surrounding areas should not be substantially improved thus the roadway

should not provide new access to already accessible property.

Recommended Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures:
Placement of pond sites in uplands; Width of median reduced, potentially no median, through wetlands;

Side slopes reduced to retaining walls or minimum necessary; Side walks and bike lanes avoided; Bridging

or spanning all streams or creeks;

Recommended Actions to Improve At-Risk Resources:
None found.

4

ETAT Review by FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission on (7/27/2006)

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Effect: Substantial
At-Risk Resource:
Wildlife and Habitat

Comments on Effects:
Secondary and cumulative impacts of rural Alignment 2 could be substantial due to the expansion of

commercial and residential development facilitated by the improved access resulting from a new bypass-

type road. In addition, water quality would be potentially degraded in area streams and wetlands from the

new impervious road surface and possible commercial development
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Recommended Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures:
Our project review indicates urban Alternative 1 would result in less secondary and cumulative impacts to

fish and wildlife resources and requisite upland and wetland habitat as compared to rural Alternative 2.

Surveys for listed species should be performed within and adjacent to the ROW and proposed sites for

Drainage Retention Areas (DRAs) during the Project Development and Environment (PDE) Study. The

methodology for these surveys should be coordinated with FWC, and follow appropriate survey techniques

or guidelines to determine presence, absence, or probability of occurrence of various species, and to

assess habitat quality. These study methods should be designed considering the potential listed species

discussed above. Based on the survey results, a plan should also be developed to address direct,

secondary, and cumulative impacts of the project on wildlife and habitat resources, including listed species.

Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, including compensatory replacement for both upland

and wetlands habitat loss, should also be addressed.

Recommended Actions to Improve At-Risk Resources:
Land acquisition and restoration of appropriate tracts adjacent to existing public lands, or tracts placed

under conservation easement located adjacent to large areas of jurisdictional wetlands that currently serve

as regional core habitat areas, would be biologically appropriate and supported by FWC. The PDE Study

should also include an investigation of the design, cost, location, and construction techniques for longer

bridges over streams and their floodplains, and wetlands, which would improve hydrological and floodplain

functioning, and minimize wetlands fill. These improved structures would also reduce roadkills and provide

improved habitat connectivity for wildlife species such as whitetail deer, bobcat, river otter, and other

upland, transitional, and aquatic species that use wetland riparian systems within the project area.
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3. Project Scope3.1. General Project Commitments

3.2. Permits

3.3. Technical Studies

3.4. Class of Action

3.5. Dispute Resolution Activity Logs

General Project Commitments
Date Description
2/1/2007

Permits
Permit Name Type Review Org Review Date
Environmental Resource Permit Water FDOT District 2 02/01/07

FDEP NPDES General Permit Other FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Technical Studies
Technical Study Name Type Review Org Review Date
Final Preliminary Engineering Report (signed and

sealed)

ENGINEERING FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Endangered Species Biological Assessment ENVIRONMENTAL FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Cultural Resource Assessment ENVIRONMENTAL FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Contamination Screening Evaluation Report ENVIRONMENTAL FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Wetlands Evaluation Report ENVIRONMENTAL FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Noise Study Report ENVIRONMENTAL FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Final Environmental Impact Statement ENVIRONMENTAL FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Draft Environmental Impact Statement ENVIRONMENTAL FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Air Quality Report ENVIRONMENTAL FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Class of Action
Class of Action Other Actions

Environmental Impact Statement

Section 4(f) Evaluation

Section 106 Consultation

Endangered Species Assessment

Lead Agency Cooperating Agency/Agencies
Federal Highway Administration NONE

Signatures
Name Review Status Date

Lead Agency ETAT
Member

Greg L Hall

(Federal Highway

Administration) ACCEPTED 3/21/2007

Comments No comments were found.

Name Review Status Date

FDOT ETDM Coordinator
Don Dankert

(FDOT District 2) ACCEPTED 2/6/2007

Comments No comments were found.

Dispute Resolution Activity Log
No Dispute Actions Found.
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4. Appendicies

4.1. Degree of Effect Legend

Appendicies

Legend
Color
Code Meaning ETAT Public Involvement

0 None

The issue is present, but the project will have no

impact on the issue; project has no adverse effect on

ETAT resources; permit issuance or consultation

involves routine interaction with the agency.

No community opposition to the planned project.

No adverse effect on the community.

1 Enhanced

Project has positive effect on the ETAT resource or

can reverse a previous adverse effect leading to

environmental improvement.

Affected community supports the proposed

project. Project has positive effect.

2 Minimal to None

Project has little adverse effect on ETAT resources.

Permit issuance or consultation involves routine

interaction with the agency. Low cost options are

available to address concerns.

Minimum community opposition to the planned

project. Minimum adverse effect on the

community.

3 Moderate

Agency resources are affected by the proposed

project, but avoidance and minimization options are

available and can be addressed during development

with a moderated amount of agency involvement and

moderate cost impact.

Project has adverse effect on elements of the

affected community. Public Involvement is

needed to seek alternatives more acceptable to

the community. Moderate community interaction

will be required during project development.

4 Substantial

The project has substantial adverse effects but ETAT

understands the project need and will be able to

seek avoidance and minimization or mitigation

options during project development. Substantial

interaction will be required during project

development and permitting.

Project has substantial adverse effects on the

community and faces substantial community

opposition. Intensive community interaction with

focused Public Involvement will be required

during project development to address

community concerns.

5 Dispute Resolution

Project does not conform to agency statutory

requirements and will not be permitted. Dispute

resolution is required before the project proceeds to

programming

Community strongly opposes the project. Project

is not in conformity with local comprehensive

plan and has severe negative impact on the

affected community.

No ETAT Consensus

ETAT members from different agencies assigned a different degree of effect to this project, and the

ETDM coordinator has not assigned a summary degree of effect.

No ETAT Reviews

No ETAT members have reviewed the corresponding issue for this project, and the ETDM coordinator

has not assigned a summary degree of effect.
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Florida Department of Transportation 

 
         CHARLIE CRIST 
            GOVERNOR 

605 Suwannee Street 
Tallahassee, FL  32399-0450 

STEPHANIE C. KOPELOUSOS 
SECRETARY 

 

www.dot.state.fl.us 

June 5, 2009  
 
 
Ms. Lauren P. Milligan 
Florida State Clearinghouse 
Department of Environmental Protection 
3900 Commonwealth Blvd., Mail Station 47 
Tallahassee, Florida  32399-3000 
 
RE:    Advance Notification 

US 301 (SR 200) PD&E Study  
ETDM # 7640 
From CR 227 to CR 233        
Financial Project ID Number:  208001-1-21-01                    
Bradford County, Florida 

 
Dear Ms. Milligan: 
 
We are sending this Advance Notification (AN) Package to your office for distribution to State 
agencies that conduct Federal consistency reviews (consistency reviewers) in accordance with 
the Coastal Zone Management Act and Presidential Executive Order 12372.  We are also 
distributing the AN Package to local and Federal agencies. Although we will request specific 
comments during the permitting process, we are asking that permitting and permit reviewing 
agencies (consistency reviewers) review the attached information and provide us with their 
comments. 
 
Two AN Packages were previously distributed in February 1993 and September 2001.  Also, the 
project was reviewed in the Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) Programming 
Screen in 2006 (ETDM #7640).  A Project Development and Environment Study is currently 
underway. The new Advance Notification is being processed due to the amount of time that has 
passed from the previous Advance Notification.  The four-year time limit will be reached prior to 
receiving the Record of Decision. 
 
This is a Federal-aid action and the Florida Department of Transportation, in consultation with 
the Federal Highway Administration, will determine what type of environmental documentation 
will be necessary. The determination will be based upon in-house environmental evaluations and 
comments from other agencies. Please provide a consistency review for this project in 
accordance with the State’s Coastal Zone Management Program. 
 

Exhibit A.22



Ms. Milligan 
June 5, 2009 
Page 2 
 

 
www.dot.state.fl.us 

In addition, please review the project’s consistency, to the maximum extent feasible, with the 
approved Comprehensive Plan of the local government to comply with Chapter 163 of the 
Florida Statutes. 
 
We are looking forward to receiving your comments on the project. We anticipate a summary of 
the reviewers’ comments and a consistency determination from your agency within 60 days. If 
you need more review time, send a written request for an extension to our office within the initial 
60 days comment period. 
 
Your comments should be addressed to: 
 

William R. Henderson 
District Planning and Environmental Manager 
Florida Department of Transportation 
1109 South Marion Avenue 
Lake City, Florida 32025 

 
 
Your expeditious handling of this notice will be appreciated. 

 
 

Sincerely, 
 

 
 
William R. Henderson 
District Planning and Environmental Manager   

 
WL/wh 
Attachments
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 ADVANCE NOTIFICATION MAILING LIST 
 

cc: 
Federal Highway Administration, Division Administrator  
Federal Highway Administration – ETAT Representative 
Federal Emergency Management Agency-Mitigation Division, Chief 
Federal Railroad Administration 
Federal Transit Administrator – ETAT Representative 
U.S. Department of the Interior-Bureau of Land Management, Eastern States Office 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Regional Environmental Officer 
U.S. Department of the Interior-U.S. Geological Survey, Chief 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - ETAT Representative 
U.S. Department of Interior-U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - ETAT Representative 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers-Regulatory Branch - ETAT Representative 
U.S. Department of Commerce-National Marine Fisheries Service- Southeast 
U.S. Department of Commerce-National Marine Fisheries Service - Southeast Regional 
Superintendent Conservation Division - ETAT Representative 
U.S. Department of Agriculture – Southern Region 
U.S. Department of Interior – National Park Service – Southeast Regional Office – 
ETAT Representative 
Federal Aviation Administration, Airports District Office 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services-National Center for Environmental 
Health 
U.S. Department of Interior-Bureau of Indian Affairs-Office of Trust Responsibilities 
U.S. Coast Guard – Seventh District – Commander (oan) – ETAT Representative 
Florida Inland Navigation District 
Poarch Band of Creek Indians of Alabama 
Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma 
Seminole Tribe of Florida 
Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida 
Seminole Nation of Oklahoma 
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission - ETAT Representative 
U.S. Forest Service – ETAT Representative 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection - ETAT Representative 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection – State Clearinghouse 
Florida Department of State - ETAT Representative 
Florida Department of Community Affairs - ETAT Representative 
Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services - ETAT Representative 
Federal Transit Administrator - ETAT Representative 
North Central Florida Regional Planning Council 
St. Johns River Water Management District - ETAT Representative 
FDOT Environmental Management Office, Engineer/Manager 
 



Transmittal List

Official Transmittal List

Organization Name

1. Bureau of Indian Affairs * Office of Trust Responsibilities - Environmental Services Staff

2. Federal Aviation Administration * Airports District Office

3. Federal Highway Administration Anderson, Linda

4. Federal Highway Administration Hall, Greg L.

5. Federal Highway Administration Kendall, Cathy

6. Federal Transit Administration Immings, Myra

7. Federal Transit Administration Lashore, Tajsha

8. FL Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services Hardin, Dennis

9. FL Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services Pedersen, Charlie

10. FL Department of Community Affairs Donaldson, Gary

11. FL Department of Environmental Protection Milligan, Lauren P.

12. FL Department of Environmental Protection Stahl, Chris

13. FL Department of State McManus, Alyssa

14. FL Department of State Ross, Jennifer R.

15. FL Department of State Yates, Brian

16. FL Department of Transportation Bixby, Marjorie

17. FL Department of Transportation Jobe, James B.

18. FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission Gilbert, Terry

19. FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission Poole, MaryAnn

20. FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission Sanders, Scott

21. Florida Inland Navigation District * Mr. David Roach

22. Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida Terry, Steve

23. Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida * The Honorable Mr. Billy Cypress, Chairman

24. Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians * The Honorable Miko Mr. Beasley Denson

25. Muscogee (Creek) Nation * The Honorable Mr. A.D. Ellis, Principal Chief

26. National Marine Fisheries Service Rydene, David A.

27. National Marine Fisheries Service Thompson, Mark

28. National Park Service Barnett, Anita

29. Natural Resources Conservation Service Robbins, Rick A.

30. North Central Florida Regional Planning Council Dopp, Steven

31. Poarch Band of Creek Indians * The Honorable Mr. Buford Rolin, Chairman

32. Seminole Nation of Oklahoma * The Honorable Mr. Enoch Kelly Haney, Principal Chief

33. Seminole Tribe of Florida Steele, Willard

34. Seminole Tribe of Florida * The Honorable Mr. Mitchell Cypress, Chairman

35. Suwannee River Water Management District Dinges, Jon M.

36. Suwannee River Water Management District Webster, Patrick



* Hardcopy recipient

37. US Army Corps of Engineers Phillips, Andrew

38. US Coast Guard Rich, Brodie E.

39. US Department of Health and Human Services * National Center for Environmental Health Centers for Disease

Control and Prevention

40. US Department of Housing and Urban Development * Regional Environmental Officer

41. US Department of Interior * Bureau of Land Management, Eastern States Office

42. US Department of Interior Director, USGS-FISC

43. US Environmental Protection Agency Dominy, Madolyn

44. US Fish and Wildlife Service Mecklenborg, Todd S.

45. US Forest Service OBryan, Katherine L.
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OMB Number:  4040-0004 
Expiration Date:  01/31/2009 

Application for Federal Assistance SF-424                           Version 02 

* If Revision, select appropriate letter(s) 
                          

*1.  Type of Submission: 

  Preapplication 

  Application 

  Changed/Corrected Application 

*2.  Type of Application 

  New 

  Continuation 

 Revision  

*Other (Specify) 
        

3.  Date Received :  4.  Applicant Identifier: 
          208001-1-21-01 

5a.  Federal Entity Identifier: 
      

*5b.  Federal Award Identifier: 
      

State Use Only: 

6.  Date Received by State:         7.  State Application Identifier:        

8.  APPLICANT INFORMATION:  

*a.  Legal Name:  Florida Department of Transportation    

*b.  Employer/Taxpayer Identification Number (EIN/TIN): 
59–6001874   

*c.  Organizational DUNS: 
        

d.  Address: 

*Street 1:  605 Suwannee Street    

  Street 2:           

*City:   Tallahassee    

  County:  Leon    

*State:   Florida     

   Province:           

 *Country:  USA    

*Zip / Postal Code 32399–0450    

e.  Organizational Unit: 

Department Name: 
FDOT Environmental Management Department  

Division Name: 
District Environmental Management Office  

 f.  Name and contact information of person to be contacted on matters involving this application: 

Prefix:  Mr.   *First Name:    William   

Middle Name: R   

*Last Name: Henderson   

Suffix:    n 
 

Title:  District 2 Environmental Management Engineer   

 Organizational Affiliation: 
2     

 *Telephone Number:   386- 961-7873     Fax Number:          

 *Email:    bill.henderson@dot.state.fl.us   
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OMB Number:  4040-0004 

Expiration Date:  01/31/2009 

Application for Federal Assistance SF-424            Version 02 

*9. Type of Applicant 1: Select Applicant Type: 
 A.State Government 

Type of Applicant 2:  Select Applicant Type: 
           

Type of Applicant 3:  Select  Applicant Type: 
           

*Other (Specify) 
      

*10 Name of Federal Agency: 
U.S. Department of Transportation -Federal Highway Administration 

11. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance Number: 

20–205   

CFDA Title: 
Highway Planning and Construction    
 

*12  Funding Opportunity Number: 

        

 
*Title: 
         
 
 

13. Competition Identification Number: 

        

Title: 

         

 
 

14. Areas Affected by Project (Cities, Counties, States, etc.): 

Clay and Duval Counties, Florida 

 
 

*15.  Descriptive Title of Applicant’s Project: 

The Starke U.S. 301 Corridor Study is a Project Development and Environmental (PD&E) Study. The 
purpose of the study is to evaluate alternative capacity improvements on U.S. 301 through the city of Starke. 
U.S. 301 is part of the National Highway System (NHS), Florida Strategic Intermodal System (SIS), and the 
Florida Intrastate Highway System (FIHS). Therefore the operational efficiency of U.S. 301 is important on 
a national, state, regional and local level. The segment of U.S. 301 in Bradford County, Florida, which is the 
subject of this study, extends 7.3 miles in a northeast/southwest direction through the City of Starke. It 
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begins at CR 227, which is approximately 2.2 miles south of the Starke city limits, and continues directly 
through the center of the City of Starke ending approximately 2.1 miles north of Starke at CR 233. U.S. 301 
through this area is a four-lane rural arterial outside of the city limits and a four-lane urban arterial inside the 
city limits. Within the urban section the road varies from divided to undivided in the center of the city. There 
are numerous driveways and developed land uses along the entire urban section and much of the rural 
sections. 
  

OMB Number:  4040-0004 

Expiration Date:  01/31/2009 

Application for Federal Assistance SF-424            Version 02 

16. Congressional Districts Of: 

*a. Applicant:  FL4      *b. Program/Project:  FL6 

17.  Proposed Project: 

*a. Start Date:  not known      *b. End Date:        

18. Estimated Funding ($): 

TBD  

TBD 

TBD 

TBD  

TBD 

*a.  Federal 

*b.  Applicant 

*c.  State 

*d.  Local 

*e.  Other 
*f.  Program Income 
*g.  TOTAL TBD 

 

 

 

 

*19.  Is Application Subject to Review By State Under Executive Order 12372 Process? 

  a.  This application was made available to the State under the Executive Order 12372 Process for review on June 5, 2009  

  b. Program is subject to E.O. 12372 but has not been selected by the State for review. 

  c.  Program is not covered by E. O. 12372 

*20.  Is the Applicant Delinquent On Any Federal Debt?  (If “Yes”, provide explanation.) 

  Yes    No  

21. *By signing this application, I certify (1) to the statements contained in the list of certifications** and (2) that the statements 
herein are true, complete and accurate to the best of my knowledge.  I also provide the required assurances** and agree to comply 
with any resulting terms if I accept an award.  I am aware that any false, fictitious, or fraudulent statements or claims may subject 
me to criminal, civil, or administrative penalties.  (U. S. Code, Title 218, Section 1001) 

  ** I AGREE 

** The list of certifications and assurances, or an internet site where you may obtain this list, is contained in the announcement or 
agency specific instructions 

Authorized Representative: 

Prefix:  Mr.    *First Name:  William                      

Middle Name: R.    

*Last Name: Henderson    

Suffix:      

*Title:  District Environmental Management Engineer   

*Telephone Number:  386-961-7873 Fax Number:          

* Email:  bill.henderson@dot.state.fl.us 
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*Signature of Authorized Representative:   

*Date Signed: June 5, 2009
  

Authorized for Local Reproduction                                                                                                                  Standard Form 424 (Revised 10/2005) 
                                                                                                                                                                               Prescribed by OMB Circular A-102 

 
OMB Number:  4040-0004 

Expiration Date:  01/31/2009 

Application for Federal Assistance SF-424            Version 02 
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*Applicant Federal Debt Delinquency Explanation 
The following should contain an explanation if the Applicant organization is delinquent of any Federal Debt.   
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Location Maps
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DISCLAIMER: The Fact Sheet data consists of the most up-to-date information available at the time the Advance Notification Package is published.

Updates to this information may be found on the ETDM website at http://etdmpub.fla-etat.org  

 

Special Note: Please be aware of the selected Milestone date when viewing project data on the ETDM website. Snapshots of project and analysis data

have been taken for Project #7640 at various points throughout the project's life-cycle. On the website these Project Milestone Dates are listed in the

the project header immediately after the project contact information. Click on any of the dates listed to view the information available on that date.

 

Project Description

Project Description Data

Description Statement

This is a safety and capacity project. Alternatives including widening US 301 (Urban Alternative) and Starke bypass (Rural Alternative) are being

studied to relieve congestion and provide safer traffic operation in Starke.

Purpose and Need Statement

UPDATED P&N Statement

System Linkage

WHAT IS OVERALL LINKAGE IN SYSTEM?

This project addresses the portion of SR 200/US 301 in Bradford County, from CR 227 to CR 233, through the City of Starke; a distance of

approximately 7.3 miles. This portion of SR 200/US 301 is generally a four-lane divided roadway with a grass median. There is a 4-lane

segment with a paved median from north of Alligator Creek to north of W Georgia Street. The functional classification is Rural Principal Arterial

from CR 227 to SE 48 Avenue. It changes to Urban Principal Arterial from SE 48 Avenue to south of NW 183 Street and continues as Rural

Principal Arterial from south of NW 183 Street to CR 233. The 0.2 mile long segment of the study corridor, from Call St to Pratt St, is designated

as a "Construction Constrained Facility" by FDOT.

Beginning on the west coast of Florida at US 41 in Sarasota County, US 301 winds through central Florida and runs generally northeast through

the state to Bradford County and continues to the Florida/Georgia State line. It serves as an alternate route to I-95 and I-75 between Tampa and

Jacksonville. SR 200/US 301 in the project area passes through Starke. It crosses Prevatt Creek, Alligator Creek, and branches of Water Oak

Creek south and north of NE 185 Street.

A PD&E Study, completed in 2005, recommends two build alternatives (Urban Alternative and Rural Alternative) for further study (See attached

pdf for more information). The Urban Alternative, with a West Rail Road Overpass Option, is developed as a six-lane controlled access roadway

centered on the existing alignment of SR 200/US 301 for much of the project length. Within downtown Starke, a segment of the proposed

alternative will be widened to include an auxiliary lane as a continuous right turn lane. The Rural Alternative, also referred to as the Truck

Bypass, is developed as a four-lane limited access freeway facility west of Starke. It diverges and merges with the existing SR 200/US 301 at

CR 233 to the north of Starke and near CR 227 to the south of Starke. Where this corridor alternative involves the existing highway, a six-lane

rural arterial roadway section, consistent with FIHS (SIS) Standards is considered.

Purpose and Need

The purpose of the proposed project is to provide capacity improvements to the SR 200/U.S. 301 corridor through the City of Starke urban area,

from CR 227 to CR 233. These proposed improvements will address the heavy congestion that currently prevents the corridor from functioning

efficiently as part of a regional transportation link for freight, emergency vehicles, emergency evacuation, and the traveling public.

U.S. 301 is part of the National Highway System (NHS), the Florida Strategic Intermodal System (SIS), and the Florida Intrastate Highway

System (FIHS). Therefore, the operational efficiency of U.S. 301 is important on a national, state, regional and local level. Because of the

location and connectivity of U.S. 301 in the highway network, there is a high percentage of trucks and through traffic that travels through the

project area. Within the urban area the crash rate is higher than the statewide average for similar facilities

The current facility does not meet the level of service criteria and standards set by the FIHS and adopted in the local government

comprehensive plan. Due to the high volume of traffic and constrained conditions, improvements that would meet the level of service standards

are not possible within the current right-of-way.

Two build alternatives that increase capacity and upgrade the U.S. 301 corridor to meet FIHS criteria are currently under review. An Urban

Alternative, with a West Railroad Overpass Option, would widen the existing road from four to six lanes and require additional right-of-way. A

Rural Alternative would result in the construction of a four-lane limited-access bypass on new alignment on the west side of the Starke urban

area. Only one build alternative will be recommended for construction.

Supporting Information

National Highway System (NHS): U.S. 301 is identified as a principal arterial roadway in the National Highway System, which includes roads

that are important to provide access between an arterial and major port, airport, public transportation facility or other intermodal transportation

facility. U.S. 301 provides access to I-75, I-10, and I-95, the airports and seaports in Jacksonville, and the CSX intermodal centers. The
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proposed project also connects to the segment of U.S. 301 that has been designated as part of the Strategic Highway Network (STRAHNET)

which connects Camp Blanding to I-10, and to intermodal centers.

Floridas Strategic Intermodal System (SIS): U.S. 301 is part of the SIS, a statewide network of high-priority transportation facilities. The

proposed project (2-998-120) is listed in the SIS 2030 Unfunded Needs Plan, as needed by 2015. SIS facilities are recognized as critical to

Floridas economy and quality of life. Bradford County has been identified as a Rural Area of Economic Concern. The SIS includes the states

largest and most significant commercial service airports, spaceport, deepwater seaports, freight rail terminals, passenger rail and intercity bus

terminals, rail corridors, waterways and highways. It is estimated that the SIS highway facilities carry more than 68 percent of all truck traffic and

54 percent of the total traffic on the State Highway System. U.S. 301 is heavily used by trucks traveling in a northeast-southwest direction

between I-95 and 1-75. Trucks and buses make up 21.61 percent of the daily traffic on U.S. 301 through the City of Starke. Congestion and

delays on U.S. 301 in the Starke urban area increases transportation costs for motorists and trucking companies.

Florida Intrastate Highway System (FIHS): U.S. 301 has been identified as part of the FIHS because of its ability to move high volumes of traffic

across the state in a northeast-southwest orientation and its linkages to other strategic highways, such as I-75, I-95, and I-10, and transportation

centers such as the CSX intermodal center. Improvement projects on U.S. 301 have been identified based on deficiencies with regard to FIHS

criteria and standards. U.S. 301 through Starke does not currently meet the FIHS design speed, level of service and access class criteria. The

PD&E Study has been funded and on-going for a period of ten years. The design phase (2-154-52) of the Starke U.S. 301 Corridor project is

included in the 2025 Cost Feasible FIHS Plan for Fiscal Year 2021 2025.

The Florida 2025 Transportation Plan (FTP). The proposed project is consistent with the 2025 Florida Transportation Plan long-range goals and

objectives to develop an integrated transportation system that is optimized to serve specific types of travel and enhance mobility. The FDOT has

designated one segment of U.S. 301 within the city of Starke as a "construction constrained facility" which means that adding two or more lanes

to meet current or future traffic needs is not possible because of physical or policy barriers. U.S. 301 from Call Street to Pratt Street (0.2 mi) is

regarded as a "construction constrained facility" because of the limited right-of-way and the amount of commercial development adjacent the

right-of-way. The Rural (Bypass) Alternative would meet this objective by removing long-haul traffic from the central business district of Starke

and easing the bottleneck caused by the at-grade rail crossing and school crossing zone. A bypass would also ensure greater safety for the

residents, businesses, and visitors in Starke, by providing a more livable community, and by providing alternate routes for evacuation and

emergency services.

Local Comprehensive Plan: Bradford County and the City of Starke are both planning for increased development. Along U.S. 301 both to the

north and south of the urban center, commercial uses will fill in where residential and currently undeveloped areas exist. The current trend is for

commercial and office development to occur along the highway to the south of Call Street. A new industrial area has been designated to the

southeast in the vicinity of the CSX main rail line and the industrial area designated by the County. The infill of new commercial uses along U.S.

301 is expected to create increased traffic and access demands. The Comprehensive Plan for the City of Starke, last updated October 2004,

includes a Traffic Circulation Element that identifies deficiencies in the level of service on U.S. 301 and recommends improvements. The

Recommended Transportation Improvements map indicates that U.S. 301 be widened to 6 lanes or an equivalent action should be taken. The

Comprehensive Plan Policy B.1.1.3 states that By communication to the FDOT District Secretary, urge the FDOT to complete the PD&E Study

for U.S. 301. Under Proposed Improvements, the plan indicates that six lanes are needed, but may not be feasible due to limited right-of-way

and the amount of commercial activity along the right-of-way. The plan recognizes that the FDOT is considering an alternate rural route.

Population Projections: Historical population trends and current population projections indicate continued growth in the State of Florida and in

Bradford County. Floridas population increased 24 percent in the decade from 1990 to 2000, and Bradford Countys population grew 16 percent.

Over the current decade, from 2000 to the year 2010, the State population is projected to increase 13 percent and the Countys at a rate of 10

percent.

Historical and Projected Population

Decade State of Florida Bradford County City of Starke

Population Change Population Change Population Change

Historical

1960 4,951,560 79% 12,446 9% 4,806 N/A

1970 6,791,418 37% 14,625 18% 4,848 2%

1980 9,746,324 44% 20,023 37% 5,306 8%

1990 12,937,926 33% 22,515 12% 5,226 -2%

2000 15,938,378 24% 26,088 16% 5,593 7%

Projected

2010 18,776,400 13% 28,800 10% NA N/A

2020 21,683,300 13% 31,500 9% N/A N/A

2030 24,420,700 13% 34,000 7% N/A N/A

Source: Florida Statistical Abstract 2001, Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of Florida.

Hurricane Evacuation: The North Central Florida Regional Planning Council (NCFRPC) has prepared the Hurricane Inland Shelter Study. In this

study, U.S. 301 is designated a part of the regional hurricane evacuation routing system. U.S. 301 is an important roadway link during a

hurricane evacuation because there are several public shelters in the vicinity of and adjacent the road. These shelters include Bradford High

School, Bradford Middle School, and the National Guard Armory. Some Florida residents relocating from coastal areas, and Bradford County

residents residing in the 100-year floodplain or in mobile homes, would use U.S. 301 to evacuate to these shelters.

The section of U.S. 301 in front of the Bradford High School poses a problem as a part of the hurricane evacuation routing system. This section

of U.S. 301 has had a history of flooding after 2-3 inches of rain in a 24-hour period. However, there have been some improvements that have

helped the problem. The intersection at SR 100 is a serious bottleneck, because SR 100 is also used as an evacuation route. Other local streets

within the city of Starke are also available as alternate routes.

Emergency Services: City of Starke Fire Department and the Bradford County Rescue provide emergency services to the area. The fire station
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is located three blocks east of U.S. 301. In responding to calls, the trucks often try to avoid travel on U.S. 301 due to heavy traffic congestion.

When using U.S. 301, the fire trucks must often travel in the northbound lanes to go south because the southbound travel lanes are full and vice

versa. Alternate routes utilized by the fire department are Jefferson or Walnut Streets. The fire and rescue units must often cross U.S. 301 at

either Call or Madison Streets. Crossing U.S. 301 is often very difficult due in part to the fact that there are not intersection signal overrides for

emergency service. The fire and rescue units have indicated that increasing traffic congestion on U.S. 301 has added to the emergency

response time for fire service.

The City of Starke Police Department and the Florida Highway Patrol (FHP) provide traffic control and emergency assistance on U.S. 301. The

FHP indicates that there is seasonal variation in problems that occur on U.S. 301 due to several factors, including the academic and fall home

football games at the University of Florida in Gainesville to the south. There are also delays caused by broken down vehicles, which are often

owned by transient residents of Florida or "snow-birds". The FHP indicated a need for an "incident management" system on U.S. 301.

Hazardous Material Transport: Hazardous materials are currently being transported on U.S. 301. The NCFRPC has prepared a Regional

Hazardous Materials Response Plan and have studies hazardous materials transport within the area. They have identified major corridors within

the region and to identify what types of material are being transported. It is anticipated that U.S. 301 will continue to function as a major corridor

for hazardous materials transport for several reasons. First, there has been a state designated site for hazardous materials incineration in Union

County and U.S. 301 is likely to be used by vehicles from other parts of the State to travel to this facility. A study conducted by the Florida

Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) as a part of this proposed siting found that the transportation impacts to the surrounding

roadways would be limited. Second, U.S. 301 is a major arterial corridor through this section of the state and public input their preference that

hazardous materials vehicles utilize U.S. 301 in lieu of I 75. The hazardous materials transport along U.S. 301 through Starke is an important

consideration.

Summary of Public Comments

Consistency

Consistency with Air Quality Conformity is unknown.-
Consistency information for Coastal Zone Management Program is not available.-
Consistent with Local Government Comp Plan.-
Consistency with MPO Goals and Objectives is unknown.-

Lead Agency

Federal Highway Administration

Exempted Agencies

No exemptions have been assigned for this project.

Project Attachments

Date Type Size Link Name / Description

6/04/2009 Form SF-424:

Application for

Federal

Assistance

32 KB http://etdmpub.fla-etat.org/est/servlet/blobViewer?blobID=7290 Application for Federal

Assistance - Form SF

424: SF 424

3/15/2007 Ancillary Project

Documentation

56 KB http://etdmpub.fla-etat.org/est/servlet/blobViewer?blobID=401 Ancillary Project

Documentation for

ETDM Project #7640

2/01/2007 Ancillary Project

Documentation

55 KB http://etdmpub.fla-etat.org/est/servlet/blobViewer?blobID=37 Updated Purpose and

Need Statement:

Updated Purpose and

Need Statement

6/16/2006 Ancillary Project

Documentation

25 KB http://etdmpub.fla-etat.org/est/servlet/blobViewer?blobID=359 PPT Slide showing

project history ad

timeline.: PPT Slide

showing project history

ad timeline.

6/16/2006 Ancillary Project

Documentation

126 KB http://etdmpub.fla-etat.org/est/servlet/blobViewer?blobID=358 North Florida Regional

Chamber of

Commerce resolution
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to support project.:

North Florida Regional

Chamber of

Commerce resolution

to support project.

6/16/2006 Ancillary Project

Documentation

118 KB http://etdmpub.fla-etat.org/est/servlet/blobViewer?blobID=357 Bradford County

resolution to support

project.: Bradford

County resolution to

support project.

6/16/2006 Ancillary Project

Documentation

116 KB http://etdmpub.fla-etat.org/est/servlet/blobViewer?blobID=356 City of Starke

resolution to support

project.: City of Starke

resolution to support

project.

6/16/2006 Ancillary Project

Documentation

39 KB http://etdmpub.fla-etat.org/est/servlet/blobViewer?blobID=355 Project history /

summary of public.

local, and agency

involvement.: Project

history / summary of

public. local, and

agency involvement.

5/30/2006 Ancillary Project

Documentation

32 KB http://etdmpub.fla-etat.org/est/servlet/blobViewer?blobID=272 Urban Alternative:

Urban Alternative

5/30/2006 Ancillary Project

Documentation

34 KB http://etdmpub.fla-etat.org/est/servlet/blobViewer?blobID=271 Rural Alternative

(Starke Bypass): Rural

Alternative (Starke

Bypass)

5/30/2006 Ancillary Project

Documentation

672 KB http://etdmpub.fla-etat.org/est/servlet/blobViewer?blobID=270 Future Land Use Map:

Future Land Use Map

Alternative #1

Alternative Description

From CR 227

To CR 233

Type Traffic Operation Enhancement

Status ETDM QA/QC

Total Length 7.363 mi.

Cost

Modes  Roadway

Segment Description(s)

Location and Length

Segment No. Name Beginning
Location

Ending
Location

Length (mi.) Roadway Id BMP EMP

Segment #1 US 301 CR 227 CR 233 7.363 Digitized

Jurisdiction and Class
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Segment No. Jurisdiction Urban Service Area Functional Class

Segment #1 FDOT Out URBAN: Principal Arterial -

Other

Base Conditions

Segment No. Year AADT Lanes Config

Segment #1 2004 36000 4 Lanes Divided

Interim Plan

Segment No. Year AADT Lanes Config

Segment #1

Needs Plan

Segment No. Year AADT Lanes Config

Segment #1

Cost Feasible Plan

Segment No. Year AADT Lanes Config

Segment #1

Funding Sources

Segment No. UNFUNDED Unknown

Segment #1 $172,700,000.00

Alternative #2

Alternative Description

From CR 227

To CR 233

Type New Alignment

Status ETDM QA/QC

Total Length 8.64 mi.

Cost

Modes  Roadway

Segment Description(s)

Location and Length

Segment No. Name Beginning
Location

Ending
Location

Length (mi.) Roadway Id BMP EMP

Segment #1 US 301 CR 227 CR 233 8.64

Jurisdiction and Class

Segment No. Jurisdiction Urban Service Area Functional Class

Segment #1 FDOT Out RURAL: Principal Arterial -

Other

Base Conditions

Segment No. Year AADT Lanes Config

Segment #1
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No Data Available

 

Interim Plan

Segment No. Year AADT Lanes Config

Segment #1

Needs Plan

Segment No. Year AADT Lanes Config

Segment #1

Cost Feasible Plan

Segment No. Year AADT Lanes Config

Segment #1

Funding Sources

Segment No. UNFUNDED Unknown

Segment #1 X

Eliminated Alternatives

No eliminated alternatives present.

Community-Desired Features

Purpose and Need Reviews

FL Department of State

Acknowledgment: Understood

Review Date: 6/19/2006

Comments: Excellent needs statement. Either alternative has potential cultural resources impacts.

National Marine Fisheries Service

Acknowledgment: Understood

Review Date: 6/28/2006

Comments: No purpose and need comments were found.

Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida

Acknowledgment: Understood

Review Date: 7/20/2006

Comments: No purpose and need comments were found.

US Fish and Wildlife Service

Acknowledgment: Understood

Review Date: 7/24/2006

Comments: No purpose and need comments were found.
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Suwannee River Water Management District

Acknowledgment: Understood

Review Date: 7/25/2006

Comments: Purpose and need is understood.

US Environmental Protection Agency

Acknowledgment: Understood

Review Date: 7/26/2006

Comments: No purpose and need comments were found.

FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission

Acknowledgment: Understood

Review Date: 7/27/2006

Comments: No purpose and need comments were found.

Suwannee River Water Management District

Acknowledgment: Understood

Review Date: 7/27/2006

Comments: No purpose and need comments were found.

FL Department of Environmental Protection

Acknowledgment: Understood

Review Date: 7/28/2006

Comments: No purpose and need comments were found.

FDOT District 2

Acknowledgment: Understood

Review Date: 2/1/2007

Comments: Please see updated Purpose and Need Statement in attached document section.

Federal Highway Administration

Acknowledgment: Accepted

Review Date: 3/21/2007

Comments:
3/21/07 - The below comments are carried forward from the previous submission and are retained here for the purpose

of "history".

The project description is not clear whether it is intended that one of the alternatives would be selected, or whether both

alternatives are being proposed for construction.

A succinct, clearly stated purpose and need statement that speaks directly to safety and congestion should be provided,

if those are the major issues surrounding the need for the project. The text following the statement can then serve to

substantiate the purpose and need. The Purpose and Need Statement should be developed based on input from the

public and participating agencies. For the Purpose and Need Statement, SAFETEA-LU requires a clear statement of

identified objectives that the proposed project is intended to achieve for improving transportation conditions. The

objectives should be derived from needs and may include, but are not limited to, the following outlined in SAFETEA-LU:
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The following tables show results of standard data analyses that compare the locations of the project alternatives with
locations of various environmental resources, as recorded in the ETDM Geographic Information System database. This
report provides results for various resources within 500 feet from the center of the planned corridor. Results for additional
types of resources and buffer distances may be viewed on the ETDM Environmental Screening Tool web site, or may be
requested from the project contact as indicated on the Advance Notification cover letter. Public access to the ETDM
Environmental Screening Tool is provided by the Florida Department of Transportation at the following web address:
http://etdmpub.fla-etat.org 

- Achieving a transportation objective identified in the statewide or metropolitan transportation plan;

- Supporting land use, economic development, or growth objectives established in applicable Federal State, local or

tribal plans;

- Serving national defense, national security, or other national objectives, as established in Federal laws, plans or

policies.

The level of service data in the project description report is very different than what was proposed in Table 1.3 of the

draft EIS. Information in the previous document indicated that US 301 north of SR 16 is projected to meet the FIHS LOS

standard of B in the year 2030. Coordination is needed to discuss the discrepancies in the traffic estimates and

projections. It is possible that the sections proposed for widening of the urban alternative north of SR 16 do not meet the

identified purpose and need (capacity and safety). The safety data cannot be assessed because the roadways

referenced do not show up on the maps provided. Uploaded information a great deal of supporting information for a

Purpose and Need Statement, but a statement (or Statements) that summarize this information has not yet been

developed.

The PD&E study, or at least the executive summary, should be included in the supporting documents.

Missing Agency Purpose and Need Reviews

Bureau of Indian Affairs-
Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged-
FL Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services-
FL Department of Community Affairs-
Florida Department of Children and Families-
Florida Department of Corrections-
Florida Department of Education-
Florida Department of Elder Affairs-
Florida Department of Health-
Florida Department of Juvenile Justice-
Florida Department of Law Enforcement-
Florida State Governor-
Governor's Office of Policy and Budget-
Governor's Office of Tourism, Trade and Economic Development-
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians-
Muscogee (Creek) Nation-
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration-
National Park Service-
Natural Resources Conservation Service-
North Central Florida Regional Planning Council-
Poarch Band of Creek Indians-
Seminole Nation of Oklahoma-
Seminole Tribe of Florida-
US Army Corps of Engineers-
US Coast Guard-
US Department of Agriculture-
US Department of Health and Human Services-
US Department of Housing and Urban Development-
US Department of Interior-
US Forest Service-

Environmental Information

Coastal Zone Consistency Review Is Required?

YES

Potential Navigable Waterway Crossing Features Found?

NO

Page 16 of 50 Advance Notification Package for ETDM Project #7640: US 301 in Starke Printed on: 6/04/2009



Alternative #1
 

Alternative #1 Summary

0 ft. 500 ft. 1320 ft.
Analysis Type Date Run Count Count Acres Count Acres

Land Uses
District 2 Generalized Landuse GRID 6/03/2009 -- -- 910.15 --

Wetlands
National Wetlands Inventory 6/03/2009 -- 32 41.79 --

SRWMD Wetlands 2004 6/03/2009 -- 12 29.38 --

Floodplains
DFIRM FLOOD HAZARD ZONES 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps 1996 5/26/2006 -- 0 0.0 --

Wildlife and Habitat
2003 FFWCC Habitat and Landcover GRID 5/26/2006 -- -- 910.15 --

2004 SRWMD FL Land Use and Land Cover 6/03/2009 -- 147 910.16 --

Florida Managed Areas 6/03/2009 -- 1 0.29 --

Florida Natural Areas Inventory Managed Lands 6/07/2006 -- 0 0.0 --

Strategic Habitat and Conservation Areas 2000 5/26/2006 -- 0 0.0 --

Outstanding Florida Waters
Other Outstanding Florida Waters 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Aquatic Preserves
List of Aquatic Preserves 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Cultural Resources
Field Survey Project Boundaries 6/03/2009 -- 7 619.28 --

Florida Site File Cemeteries 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Florida Site File Historic Bridges 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Florida Site File Historic Standing Structures 6/03/2009 -- 98 0.0 --

Resource Groups 6/03/2009 -- 3 9.52 --

Coastal Barrier Resources
Coastal Barrier Resource System 5/26/2006 -- 0 0.0 --

Contamination
Brownfield Location Boundaries 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

FDEP Off Site Contamination Notices 6/03/2009 -- 39 0.0 --

National Priority List Sites 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Solid Waste Facilities 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Superfund Hazardous Waste Sites 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Toxic Release Inventory Sites 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Sole Source Aquifer
Sole Source Aquifers 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Noise Sensitive Facilities
Geocoded Health Care Facilities 6/03/2009 -- 10 0.0 --

Geocoded Laser Facilities 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Geocoded Schools 6/03/2009 -- 4 0.0 --

Essential Fish Habitat Potential
Environmentally Sensitive Shorelines 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Florida Artificial Reefs 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Florida Reef Locations and Names 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Florida Sea Grass Bed Scar Damage 5/26/2006 -- 0 0.0 --

Mangroves 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Seagrass Beds (Showing Continuous/Discontinuous) 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Submerged Lands Act 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Farmlands
Generalized Agricultural Land Use 6/03/2009 -- 8 104.27 --

Prime Farm Land 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Communities
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Census Data 6/03/2009 -- 103 910.15 --

Census data Block Groups - Indicators 6/03/2009 -- 8 910.15 --

County Demographics 6/03/2009 -- 1 910.16 --

Future Land Use for District 2 6/03/2009 -- 39 910.16 --

Recreation Areas
District 2 Parks 6/03/2009 -- -- 0 0.0

Existing Recreational Trails 2005 6/03/2009 -- 1 0.0 --

Florida State Parks 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Geocoded Parks 6/03/2009 -- 2 0.0 --

Parcel Derived Parks 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Wild and Scenic Rivers
Wild and Scenic Rivers 6/03/2009 -- -- 0 0.0

Navigable Waterway Crossing?
Potential Navigable Waterway Crossings 6/03/2009 0 -- --

District 2 Generalized Landuse GRID http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/d2_lugen_grid.htm

District 2 Generalized Landuse GRID - analysis run on 6/03/2009

100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
Description Acr Pct Acr Pct Acr Pct
ACREAGE NOT ZONED FOR AGRICULTURE 0.5 0.30% 3.0 0.84% 15.3 1.68%

AGRICULTURAL 8.1 4.49% 22.8 6.33% 101.9 11.20%

INDUSTRIAL 3.5 1.97% 9.1 2.54% 28.3 3.11%

INSTITUTIONAL 4.2 2.36% 12.5 3.46% 41.9 4.60%

NO DATA AVAILABLE 0.3 0.14% 0.5 0.14% 0.7 0.08%

PUBLIC/SEMI-PUBLIC 5.7 3.20% 15.0 4.16% 47.5 5.21%

RESIDENTIAL 12.3 6.88% 39.5 10.98% 165.0 18.12%

RETAIL/OFFICE 29.4 16.40% 75.5 20.98% 198.7 21.83%

ROW 0.0 0.01% 0.3 0.08% 1.6 0.18%

UNKNOWN DESCRIPTION 104.8 58.48% 151.3 42.05% 202.0 22.20%

VACANT NONRESIDENTIAL 6.4 3.54% 17.7 4.91% 53.3 5.86%

VACANT RESIDENTIAL 4.0 2.23% 12.8 3.55% 54.0 5.94%

National Wetlands Inventory http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/nwip.htm

Wetland areas from the National Wetlands Inventory summarized by wetland system type. - analysis run on 6/03/2009

100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
System Acr Pct Acr Pct Acr Pct
PALUSTRINE 1.8 1.03% 4.7 1.31% 41.8 4.59%

SRWMD Wetlands 2004 http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/lu_sr_wtlnds_04.htm

SRWMD Wetlands 2004 - analysis run on 6/03/2009

100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
Land Use Classification Acr Pct Acr Pct Acr Pct
CYPRESS 0.0 0%

FRESHWATER MARSHES 0.0 0%

MIXED SCRUB-SHRUB WETLAND 1.4 0.16%

MIXED WETLAND HARDWOODS 0.7 0.2% 19.5 2.14%

WETLAND FORESTED MIXED 1.5 0.84% 2.8 0.79% 8.4 0.93%

2003 FFWCC Habitat and Landcover GRID http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/gfchab_03.htm

2003 Habitat and Landcover Grid from the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission summarized by type. Data is currently not displayed
in maps. - analysis run on 5/26/2006
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100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
Description Acr Pct Acr Pct Acr Pct
BARE SOIL/CLEARCUT 4.0 2.22% 5.6 1.54% 14.9 1.64%

CYPRESS SWAMP 3.3 0.37%

FRESHWATER MARSH AND WET PRAIRIE 0.4 0.05%

HARDWOOD HAMMOCKS AND FORESTS 1.6 0.86% 8.9 2.47% 54.7 6.00%

HARDWOOD SWAMP 0.2 0.12% 3.1 0.86% 15.8 1.73%

HIGH IMPACT URBAN 150.2 83.83% 263.1 73.13% 482.7 53.04%

IMPROVED PASTURE 1.6 0.86% 7.1 1.98% 41.1 4.52%

LOW IMPACT URBAN 5.3 2.96% 25.1 6.98% 90.2 9.91%

MIXED HARDWOOD-PINE FORESTS 2.0 1.11% 5.8 1.61% 24.2 2.66%

MIXED WETLAND FOREST 0.2 0.12% 2.4 0.68% 12.0 1.32%

OPEN WATER 0.4 0.12% 2.4 0.27%

OTHER AGRICULTURE 1.6 0.43% 4.7 0.51%

PINELANDS 6.9 3.83% 21.1 5.87% 104.2 11.45%

ROW/FIELD CROPS 1.3 0.37% 9.3 1.03%

SHRUB AND BRUSHLAND 7.3 4.07% 14.2 3.95% 49.8 5.47%

SHRUB SWAMP 0.4 0.05%

2004 SRWMD FL Land Use and Land Cover http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/lu_srwmd_2004.htm

2004 SRWMD FL Land Use and Land Cover - analysis run on 6/03/2009

100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
Land Use Classification Acr Pct Acr Pct Acr Pct
COMMERCIAL AND SERVICES 56.6 31.6% 122.8 34.14% 272.5 29.94%

COMMUNICATIONS 0.1 0.01%

CONIFEROUS PLANTATIONS 2.8 1.59% 6.7 1.87% 26.5 2.91%

CYPRESS 0.0 0%

ELECTRIC POWER FACILITIES 2.0 0.22%

ELECTRICAL POWER TRANSMISSION LINES 0.1 0.02% 0.4 0.04%

FIELD CROPS 0.3 0.08% 3.0 0.33%

FOREST REGENERATION AREAS 2.3 0.26%

FRESHWATER MARSHES 0.0 0%

HARDWOOD CONIFEROUS - MIXED 5.8 3.23% 21.7 6.03% 113.9 12.51%

IMPROVED PASTURES 3.4 1.92% 9.9 2.75% 48.7 5.35%

JUNK YARDS 0.0 0% 2.7 0.75% 10.6 1.17%

LAKES 0.9 0.1%

MDC - LOW DENSITY, FIXED SINGLE FAMILY UNITS 7.1 3.98% 16.5 4.58% 43.5 4.78%

MDC - LOW DENSITY, MIXED UNITS (FIXED AND

MOBILE HOME UNITS)

4.4 2.45% 14.9 4.15% 47.5 5.22%

MEDIUM DENSITY, FIXED SINGLE FAMILY UNITS 1.9 0.54% 43.0 4.73%

MEDIUM DENSITY, MIXED UNITS 5.1 2.87% 12.7 3.52% 40.0 4.4%

MINERAL PROCESSING 0.0 0%

MIXED SCRUB-SHRUB WETLAND 1.4 0.16%

MIXED WETLAND HARDWOODS 0.7 0.2% 19.5 2.14%

ODC - INSTITUTIONAL ( EDUCATION, RELIGIOUS,

HEALTH, MILITARY)

1.2 0.65% 5.3 1.47% 20.4 2.25%

ODC - PARKS AND ZOOS 2.5 0.28%

OTHER LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 0.4 0.11% 2.5 0.27%

PINE FLATWOODS 2.7 0.76% 12.8 1.41%

RAILROADS 0.3 0.17% 0.6 0.16% 9.2 1.01%

RANGE LAND, HERBACEOUS (DRY PRAIRIE) 1.5 0.86% 4.1 1.13% 12.9 1.42%

RESERVOIRS 0.4 0.21% 1.1 0.31% 3.0 0.33%

ROADS AND HIGHWAYS 85.7 47.82% 121.4 33.75% 123.7 13.59%

ROW CROPS 0.8 0.43% 2.7 0.74% 9.7 1.06%

RURAL LAND IN TRANSITION WITHOUT POSITIVE 0.0 0% 0.3 0.07% 0.8 0.09%
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Land Use Classification Acr Pct Acr Pct Acr Pct
INDICATORS OF INTENDED ACTIVITY

SURFACE WATER COLLECTION FEATURES 1.6 0.18%

UNIMPROVED PASTURES 1.3 0.71% 2.2 0.61% 5.8 0.63%

UPLAND CONIFEROUS FORESTS 1.2 0.66% 3.4 0.93% 6.3 0.69%

UPLAND HARDWOOD FORESTS 1.4 0.39% 10.8 1.19%

WATER SUPPLY PLANTS (INCLUDING PUMPING

STATIONS)

0.4 0.04%

WETLAND FORESTED MIXED 1.5 0.84% 2.8 0.79% 8.4 0.93%

WOODLAND PASTURES 0.5 0.15% 3.6 0.39%

Florida Managed Areas http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/flma.htm

Florida Managed Areas - analysis run on 6/03/2009

Name 100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
EDWARDS BOTTOMLAND

Field Survey Project Boundaries http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/shpo_surveys.htm

Field Survey Project Boundaries - analysis run on 6/03/2009

Title 100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL SURVEY AND

ASSESSMENT OF THE STARKE 201 WASTEWATER TREATMENT

FACILITY

HISTORIC PROPERTIES SURVEY OF CALL STREET, STARKE,

FLORIDA.

A CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY FOR THE BRIDGE

REPLACEMENTS ON US 301, BRADFORD COUNTY, FLORIDA

A CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF THE URBAN

AND RURAL ALTERNATIVES STARKE U.S. 301 CORRIDOR STUDY,

BRADFORD COUNTY, FLORIDA

CITY OF STARKE, BRADFORD COUNTY, FLORIDA HISTORIC

RESOURCE SURVEY

HISTORIC STRUCTURE DOCUMENTATION OF THE FLORIDA

RAILROAD FROM FERNANDINA BEACH IN NASSAU COUNTY TO

CEDAR KEY IN LEVY COUNTY, FLORIDA

CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF THE

PROPOSED SE 144TH AVENUE EXTENSION, WEST OF THE CSX

RAILROAD TO US 301 (SR 200) BRADFORD COUNTY, FLORIDA

Florida Site File Historic Standing Structures http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/shpo_structures.htm

Historic Standing Structures recorded in the Florida State Historic Preservation Office Master Site File - analysis run on 6/03/2009

Site ID Structure Name 100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
BF00007 BRADFORD COUNTY

COURTHOUSE

BF00009 HARDY HOUSE

BF00010 JOHNSON-CHITTY HOUSE

BF00011 KINCAID HOUSE

BF00013 SANDERS HOUSE

BF00028 HEMINGWAY

BUILDING/STAN'S BOOT.

BF00039 TERWILLAGER MOTORS

BF00040 GASKIN'S BRICK BLOCK

BF00043 MAGNOLIA HOTEL-VON KERN

RESIDENCE

BF00047 111 N COURT ST

BF00050 FLORIDA TWIN THEATER
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Site ID Structure Name 100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
BF00051 120 W CALL ST

BF00052 134 W CALL ST

BF00053 BRADFORD COUNTY

TELEGRAPH

BF00054 KOCH'S DRUGS

BF00055 FAMILY HAIR DESIGNERS

BF00118 308 WEST ANDREW STREET

BF00119 7999 U S HIGHWAY 301

NORTH

BF00120 OLD NATIONAL GUARD

ARMORY

BF00121 ST EDWARDS CHURCH

BF00122 225 PRATT STREET

BF00123 SPECIAL T STORE

BF00124 549 LAKE STREET

BF00125 335 LAKE STREET

BF00126 338 LAKE STREET

BF00127 305 NORTH CLARK STREET

BF00128 311 NORTH CLARK STREET

BF00129 315 NORTH CLARK STREET

BF00130 321 NORTH CLARK STREET

BF00131 327 NORTH CLARK STREET

BF00132 331 NORTH CLARK STREET

BF00133 302 LAFAYETTE STREET

BF00134 311 LAFAYETTE STREET

BF00140 WOMAN'S CLUB OF STARKE

BF00172 A.J. THOMAS HOUSE

BF00173 409 N. WALNUT ST.

BF00174 125 E. WASHINGTON ST.

BF00175 111 E. WASHINGTON ST.

BF00177 FLORENCE CANOVA HOUSE

BF00178 G.F. SCOTT HOUSE

BF00179 THE HAROLD C. WALL HOUSE

BF00180 425 N. WALNUT ST.

BF00181 417 N. WALNUT ST.

BF00182 BISHOP HOUSE

BF00183 THE HENDRIX HOUSE

BF00184 323 N. WALNUT ST.

BF00185 R.A. GREEN HOUSE

BF00231 337 N. CLARK ST.

BF00232 208 W. PRATT ST.

BF00233 224 W. PRATT ST.

BF00316 737 N. WALNUT ST.

BF00317 715 N. WALNUT ST.

BF00323 962 N. TEMPLE AVE.

BF00324 962 N. TEMPLE AVE.

BF00325 954 N. TEMPLE AVE.

BF00326 TRAVELERS INN

BF00327 "T.V. DOCTOR" BUILDING

BF00328 L.A.K. APARTMENTS

BF00329 LAREDO MEXICAN

RESTAURANT

BF00606 302 W. SOUTH ST.

BF00607 336 W.SOUTH ST.

BF00608 328 W. SOUTH ST.

BF00609 303 S. MONROE ST.
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Site ID Structure Name 100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
BF00610 301 W. LAFAYETTE ST.

BF00611 315 W. LAFAYETTE ST.

BF00612 319 W. LAFAYETTE ST.

BF00621 417 W. CALL ST.

BF00622 WESTERN AUTO

BF00633 407 W. JEFFERSON ST.

BF00634 212 N. BAY ST.

BF00635 233 BAY ST.

BF00636 410 CENTER ST.

BF00642 409 W. CENTER ST.

BF00643 407 W. CENTER ST.

BF00644 329 W. CENTER ST.

BF00645 325B N. LAKE ST.

BF00646 325 N. LAKE ST.

BF00647 349 N. LAKE ST.

BF00648 349B N. LAKE ST.

BF00649 OLD STARKE HOTEL

BF00650 118 S. COURT ST.

BF00655 655 MCMAHON STREET

BF00656 633 MCMAHON ST.

BF00658 627 N. WALNUT ST.

BF00659 637 N. WALNUT ST

BF00660 228 S. WALNUT ST.

BF00665 413 S. THOMPSON ST.

BF00666 418 S. THOMPSON ST.

BF00671 386 W.WELDON ST.

BF00683 119 N. WALNUT

BF00684 134 E.CALL ST.

BF00691 110 W. CALL ST.

BF00692 W.CALL ST.

BF00693 BRADFORD COUNTY

TELEGRAPH BUILDING

BF00724 1520 S WALNUT ST

BF00725 1534 S WALNUT ST

BF00726 224 HAYES AVE

BF00727 MT. PISGAH AME CHURCH

Resource Groups http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/shpo_res_groups.htm

Resource Groups - analysis run on 6/03/2009

Site Name 100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
CALL STREET HISTORIC DISTRICT

FLORIDA RAILROAD CORRIDOR

BRICK PAVER STREETS

FDEP Off Site Contamination Notices http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/noticing_fdep.htm

FDEP Off Site Contamination Notices - analysis run on 6/03/2009

Program Site Name 100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
301 Quick Stop 1

Coastal Mart 411 4

Deerwood Subdivision 20 20 20

Island Food Store #419 4 4

Lil Champ Food Store #107 5 5
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Program Site Name 100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
Snack &amp; Gas #9 2 2 2

Texaco 24-110-0031 3 3 3

Geocoded Health Care Facilities http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/gc_health.htm

Geocoded Health Care Facilities - analysis run on 6/03/2009

Name Description 100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
WALNUT STREET GROUP HOME INTERMEDIATE CARE

FACILITY

BRADFORD COUNTY EYE

CENTER

OPHTHALMOLOGY

WALNUT STREET GROUP HOME INTERMEDIATE CARE

FACILITY

NEW PERCEPTIONS INC HOMEMAKER &amp;

COMPANION SERVICES

PHYSICIANS CARE INTERNAL MEDICINE

STARKE FAMILY MEDICAL

CENTER

MEDICAL CENTERS

BRADFORD COUNTY PUBLIC

HEALTH UNIT

MEDICAL CENTERS

STARKE FAMILY MEDICAL FAMILY / GENERAL

PRACTICES

FLORIDA RETINA INSTITUTE OPHTHALMOLOGY

BRADFORD FAMILY DENTISTRY DENTISTS

Geocoded Schools http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/gc_schools.htm

Geocoded Schools - analysis run on 6/03/2009

Name

Operatin
g Entity
Class

Enrollme
nt

Educatio
nal Level

Title 1
School

Number
of Free
Lunches

Number
of
Reduced
Lunches

100
Ft.

200
Ft.

500
Ft.

BRADFORD HIGH SCHOOL PUBLIC 1053 SENIOR

HIGH

NO 286 77

HUMAN RESOURCES PUBLIC 0 SCHOOL

BOARD

0 0

SANTA FE COMMUNITY COLLEGE PUBLIC 0 COLLEG

E/UNIVE

RSITY

0 0

BELIEVER'S SCHOOL OF LEARNING PUBLIC 18 ELEMEN

TARY

YES 13 2

Generalized Agricultural Land Use http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/lu_gen_ag.htm

Generalized Agricultural Land Use - analysis run on 6/03/2009

500 Ft.
Description Acr Pct
AGRICULTURAL 104.3 11.46%

Census Data http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/cenblk.htm

US Census Bureau data by block group. Detailed information is for each of the entire block groups that intersect an analysis area. - analysis run on
6/03/2009

Native
Hawaiia
n and
Other
Pacific

Female
s

Males # Other
Race

#
Hispani
c

# Asian # Native
Americ
an

# Black # White #
Househ
olds

2000
Populati
on
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Islander
Alone

Totals 3 1259 1267 30 70 38 4 620 1807 884 2526

Census data Block Groups - Indicators http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/blkgrp.htm

Census data Block Groups - Indicators - analysis run on 6/03/2009

Speak
English "Not
At All"

Housing
Units With
No Vehicle
Available

Housing
Units With 1
Vehicle
Available

Housing
Units With 2
Vehicles
Available

Housing
Units With 3
Vehicles
Available

Housing
Units With 4
vehicles
Available

Housing
Units With 5
or More
Vehicles
Available

Totals 11 397 1234 1544 423 98 24

County Demographics http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/cntdem.htm

2000 Census General Demographic Profile by County - analysis run on 6/03/2009
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Future Land Use for District 2 http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/flu_gen_d2_jun06.htm

Future Land Use for District 2 - analysis run on 6/03/2009

500 Ft.
Description Acr Pct
AGRICULTURAL 216.6 23.8%

COMMERCIAL 368.0 40.43%

CONSERVATION 3.8 0.41%

INDUSTRIAL 16.2 1.78%

INSTITUTIONAL 31.5 3.46%

LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 208.0 22.85%

MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 59.6 6.55%

RECREATION / OPEN SPACE 0.4 0.04%

UNKNOWN 6.2 0.68%

Existing Recreational Trails 2005 http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/existing_trails.htm

Existing Recreational Trails 2005 - analysis run on 6/03/2009

Trail Name 100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
FLORIDA TRAIL 196.3133 397.9532 999.8695

Geocoded Parks http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/gc_parks.htm

Geocoded Parks - analysis run on 6/03/2009
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Alternative #2
 

Name Description 100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
KOA KAMPGROUND RV PARKS AND CAMP

GROUNDS

RECREATION DEPARTMENT PARKS AND PLAYGROUNDS

Alternative #2 Summary

0 ft. 500 ft. 1320 ft.
Analysis Type Date Run Count Count Acres Count Acres

Land Uses
District 2 Generalized Landuse GRID 6/03/2009 -- -- 1047.99 --

Wetlands
National Wetlands Inventory 6/03/2009 -- 39 119.44 --

SRWMD Wetlands 2004 6/03/2009 -- 32 179.66 --

Floodplains
DFIRM FLOOD HAZARD ZONES 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps 1996 5/26/2006 -- 0 0.0 --

Wildlife and Habitat
2003 FFWCC Habitat and Landcover GRID 5/26/2006 -- -- 1047.99 --

2004 SRWMD FL Land Use and Land Cover 6/03/2009 -- 135 1048.0 --

Florida Managed Areas 6/03/2009 -- 2 10.54 --

Florida Natural Areas Inventory Managed Lands 6/16/2006 -- 1 0.5 --

Strategic Habitat and Conservation Areas 2000 5/26/2006 -- 0 0.0 --

Outstanding Florida Waters
Other Outstanding Florida Waters 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Aquatic Preserves
List of Aquatic Preserves 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Cultural Resources
Field Survey Project Boundaries 6/03/2009 -- 4 393.04 --

Florida Site File Cemeteries 6/03/2009 -- 2 0.47 --

Florida Site File Historic Bridges 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Florida Site File Historic Standing Structures 6/03/2009 -- 2 0.0 --

Resource Groups 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Coastal Barrier Resources
Coastal Barrier Resource System 5/26/2006 -- 0 0.0 --

Contamination
Brownfield Location Boundaries 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

FDEP Off Site Contamination Notices 6/03/2009 -- 2 0.0 --

National Priority List Sites 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Solid Waste Facilities 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Superfund Hazardous Waste Sites 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Toxic Release Inventory Sites 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Sole Source Aquifer
Sole Source Aquifers 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Noise Sensitive Facilities
Geocoded Health Care Facilities 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Geocoded Laser Facilities 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Geocoded Schools 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Essential Fish Habitat Potential
Environmentally Sensitive Shorelines 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Florida Artificial Reefs 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Florida Reef Locations and Names 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Florida Sea Grass Bed Scar Damage 5/26/2006 -- 0 0.0 --

Mangroves 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --
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Seagrass Beds (Showing Continuous/Discontinuous) 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Submerged Lands Act 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Farmlands
Generalized Agricultural Land Use 6/03/2009 -- 14 697.19 --

Prime Farm Land 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Communities
Census Data 6/03/2009 -- 24 1048.0 --

Census data Block Groups - Indicators 6/03/2009 -- 7 1048.0 --

County Demographics 6/03/2009 -- 1 1048.0 --

Future Land Use for District 2 6/03/2009 -- 21 1048.0 --

Recreation Areas
District 2 Parks 6/03/2009 -- -- 0 0.0

Existing Recreational Trails 2005 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Florida State Parks 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Geocoded Parks 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Parcel Derived Parks 6/03/2009 -- 0 0.0 --

Wild and Scenic Rivers
Wild and Scenic Rivers 6/03/2009 -- -- 0 0.0

Navigable Waterway Crossing?
Potential Navigable Waterway Crossings 6/03/2009 0 -- --

District 2 Generalized Landuse GRID http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/d2_lugen_grid.htm

District 2 Generalized Landuse GRID - analysis run on 6/03/2009

100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
Description Acr Pct Acr Pct Acr Pct
ACREAGE NOT ZONED FOR AGRICULTURE 2.9 1.41% 12.3 2.97% 42.1 4.02%

AGRICULTURAL 129.8 62.78% 268.6 64.75% 698.3 66.63%

INSTITUTIONAL 1.5 0.14%

OTHER 0.4 0.04%

PUBLIC/SEMI-PUBLIC 11.8 5.69% 23.8 5.72% 60.5 5.77%

RESIDENTIAL 17.7 8.55% 38.7 9.33% 106.6 10.17%

RETAIL/OFFICE 4.3 2.07% 15.2 3.67% 45.9 4.38%

UNKNOWN DESCRIPTION 36.3 17.57% 45.5 10.96% 65.7 6.26%

VACANT NONRESIDENTIAL 0.4 0.17% 1.4 0.33% 1.9 0.18%

VACANT RESIDENTIAL 3.7 1.77% 9.4 2.27% 25.1 2.40%

National Wetlands Inventory http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/nwip.htm

Wetland areas from the National Wetlands Inventory summarized by wetland system type. - analysis run on 6/03/2009

100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
System Acr Pct Acr Pct Acr Pct
PALUSTRINE 17.5 8.45% 37.6 9.07% 119.4 11.4%

SRWMD Wetlands 2004 http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/lu_sr_wtlnds_04.htm

SRWMD Wetlands 2004 - analysis run on 6/03/2009

100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
Land Use Classification Acr Pct Acr Pct Acr Pct
CYPRESS 0.3 0.03%

FRESHWATER MARSHES 1.4 0.13%

HYDRIC PINE FLATWOODS 2.0 0.99% 5.0 1.2% 17.1 1.63%

MIXED SCRUB-SHRUB WETLAND 7.2 3.5% 15.2 3.66% 47.5 4.54%

MIXED WETLAND HARDWOODS 6.5 3.15% 16.7 4.04% 63.5 6.06%

WET PRAIRIES 1.5 0.74% 2.7 0.65% 5.8 0.56%
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Land Use Classification Acr Pct Acr Pct Acr Pct
WETLAND FORESTED MIXED 7.9 3.84% 16.8 4.04% 44.0 4.2%

2003 FFWCC Habitat and Landcover GRID http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/gfchab_03.htm

2003 Habitat and Landcover Grid from the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission summarized by type. Data is currently not displayed
in maps. - analysis run on 5/26/2006

100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
Description Acr Pct Acr Pct Acr Pct
BARE SOIL/CLEARCUT 4.0 1.93% 6.9 1.66% 12.9 1.23%

BAY SWAMP 0.2 0.05% 0.5 0.04%

CYPRESS SWAMP 6.9 3.32% 12.2 2.94% 40.7 3.89%

FRESHWATER MARSH AND WET PRAIRIE 0.2 0.11% 0.2 0.05% 0.9 0.08%

HARDWOOD HAMMOCKS AND FORESTS 10.4 5.03% 19.3 4.65% 50.8 4.84%

HARDWOOD SWAMP 2.9 1.39% 8.4 2.03% 30.7 2.93%

HIGH IMPACT URBAN 33.6 16.27% 53.0 12.77% 99.8 9.52%

IMPROVED PASTURE 29.4 14.24% 59.8 14.42% 144.5 13.79%

LOW IMPACT URBAN 7.5 3.64% 17.5 4.22% 41.9 3.99%

MIXED HARDWOOD-PINE FORESTS 6.6 3.21% 12.2 2.94% 29.8 2.85%

MIXED WETLAND FOREST 4.2 2.03% 10.6 2.56% 36.1 3.44%

OPEN WATER 0.2 0.05% 2.0 0.19%

OTHER AGRICULTURE 3.3 1.61% 6.4 1.55% 13.1 1.25%

PINELANDS 66.0 31.91% 145.6 35.10% 383.0 36.54%

ROW/FIELD CROPS 6.6 3.21% 15.7 3.79% 46.8 4.46%

SHRUB AND BRUSHLAND 24.4 11.78% 45.4 10.95% 111.3 10.62%

SHRUB SWAMP 0.7 0.32% 0.7 0.16% 2.2 0.21%

UNIMPROVED/WOODLAND PASTURE 0.4 0.11% 1.1 0.11%

2004 SRWMD FL Land Use and Land Cover http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/lu_srwmd_2004.htm

2004 SRWMD FL Land Use and Land Cover - analysis run on 6/03/2009

100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
Land Use Classification Acr Pct Acr Pct Acr Pct
COMMERCIAL AND SERVICES 0.4 0.21% 5.5 1.33% 21.5 2.05%

COMMUNICATIONS 1.6 0.15%

CONIFEROUS PLANTATIONS 34.9 16.86% 67.8 16.34% 175.5 16.75%

CYPRESS 0.3 0.03%

ELECTRICAL POWER TRANSMISSION LINES 0.7 0.32% 1.3 0.32% 3.6 0.34%

FIELD CROPS 1.4 0.67% 2.4 0.57% 8.1 0.77%

FOREST REGENERATION AREAS 8.7 4.21% 18.4 4.43% 51.1 4.87%

FRESHWATER MARSHES 1.4 0.13%

HARDWOOD CONIFEROUS - MIXED 16.0 7.76% 38.4 9.25% 106.3 10.15%

HAY FIELDS 0.5 0.24% 1.7 0.4% 5.1 0.49%

HYDRIC PINE FLATWOODS 2.0 0.99% 5.0 1.2% 17.1 1.63%

IMPROVED PASTURES 30.2 14.63% 59.6 14.37% 133.9 12.78%

JUNK YARDS 0.0 0.02% 1.6 0.39% 5.4 0.52%

LAKES 0.0 0.01% 2.2 0.21%

MDC - INACTIVE LAND WITH STREET PATTERNS

BUT WITHOUT STRUCTURES

11.9 5.74% 22.9 5.51% 46.8 4.46%

MDC - LOW DENSITY, FIXED SINGLE FAMILY UNITS 9.3 4.51% 20.9 5.04% 41.7 3.98%

MDC - LOW DENSITY, MIXED UNITS (FIXED AND

MOBILE HOME UNITS)

1.6 0.78% 8.6 2.06% 28.6 2.73%

MDC - LOW DENSITY, MOBILE HOME UNITS 2.3 0.22%

MEDIUM DENSITY, FIXED SINGLE FAMILY UNITS 0.3 0.08% 2.7 0.26%

MEDIUM DENSITY, MIXED UNITS 0.1 0.03% 2.8 0.27%

MIXED RANGELAND 0.5 0.23% 1.0 0.25% 6.4 0.61%
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Land Use Classification Acr Pct Acr Pct Acr Pct
MIXED SCRUB-SHRUB WETLAND 7.2 3.5% 15.2 3.66% 47.5 4.54%

MIXED WETLAND HARDWOODS 6.5 3.15% 16.7 4.04% 63.5 6.06%

ODC - HORSE FARMS 10.7 5.2% 18.6 4.47% 34.3 3.27%

OTHER GROVES (PECAN, AVOCADO, COCONUT,

MANGO ETC)

2.8 1.34% 5.6 1.34% 12.9 1.23%

PINE FLATWOODS 0.7 0.34% 3.3 0.8% 13.1 1.25%

RAILROADS 0.7 0.32% 1.3 0.31% 3.3 0.31%

RESERVOIRS 0.2 0.12% 0.9 0.22% 3.0 0.28%

ROADS AND HIGHWAYS 30.6 14.8% 33.4 8.05% 39.6 3.77%

ROW CROPS 1.0 0.48% 3.4 0.83% 12.0 1.15%

RURAL LAND IN TRANSITION WITHOUT POSITIVE

INDICATORS OF INTENDED ACTIVITY

0.0 0.01% 0.7 0.07%

SHRUB AND BRUSHLAND 4.7 2.27% 10.0 2.4% 18.7 1.78%

SOD FARMS 9.1 4.4% 19.1 4.59% 47.4 4.52%

UNIMPROVED PASTURES 2.9 1.38% 6.6 1.6% 22.1 2.11%

UPLAND CONIFEROUS FORESTS 1.1 0.51% 2.1 0.51% 6.1 0.58%

UPLAND HARDWOOD FORESTS 0.9 0.44% 3.7 0.88% 8.4 0.8%

WET PRAIRIES 1.5 0.74% 2.7 0.65% 5.8 0.56%

WETLAND FORESTED MIXED 7.9 3.84% 16.8 4.04% 44.0 4.2%

WOODLAND PASTURES 1.1 0.11%

Florida Managed Areas http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/flma.htm

Florida Managed Areas - analysis run on 6/03/2009

Name 100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
GRAHAM CONSERVATION AREA

EDWARDS BOTTOMLAND

Florida Natural Areas Inventory Managed Lands http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/fnaima.htm

Florida Natural Areas Inventory Managed Lands - analysis run on 6/16/2006

Name 100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
GRAHAM CONSERVATION AREA

Field Survey Project Boundaries http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/shpo_surveys.htm

Field Survey Project Boundaries - analysis run on 6/03/2009

Title 100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL SURVEY AND

ASSESSMENT OF THE STARKE 201 WASTEWATER TREATMENT

FACILITY

A CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY FOR THE BRIDGE

REPLACEMENTS ON US 301, BRADFORD COUNTY, FLORIDA

A CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF THE URBAN

AND RURAL ALTERNATIVES STARKE U.S. 301 CORRIDOR STUDY,

BRADFORD COUNTY, FLORIDA

CITY OF STARKE, BRADFORD COUNTY, FLORIDA HISTORIC

RESOURCE SURVEY

Florida Site File Cemeteries http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/shpo_cemeteries.htm

Historic cemeteries recorded in the Florida State Historic Preservation Office Master Site File - analysis run on 6/03/2009

Site ID Cemetery Name 100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
BF00135 KELLER CEMETERY

BF00162 BRYMER CEMETERY
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Florida Site File Historic Standing Structures http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/shpo_structures.htm

Historic Standing Structures recorded in the Florida State Historic Preservation Office Master Site File - analysis run on 6/03/2009

Site ID Structure Name 100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
BF00115 HUNTING LODGE

BF00117 C.R. 100 A AND STATE ROAD

100

FDEP Off Site Contamination Notices http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/noticing_fdep.htm

FDEP Off Site Contamination Notices - analysis run on 6/03/2009

Program Site Name 100 Ft. 200 Ft. 500 Ft.
301 Quick Stop 1

Deerwood Subdivision 1 1 1

Generalized Agricultural Land Use http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/lu_gen_ag.htm

Generalized Agricultural Land Use - analysis run on 6/03/2009

500 Ft.
Description Acr Pct
AGRICULTURAL 697.2 66.53%

Census Data http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/cenblk.htm

US Census Bureau data by block group. Detailed information is for each of the entire block groups that intersect an analysis area. - analysis run on
6/03/2009

Native
Hawaiia
n and
Other
Pacific
Islander
Alone

Female
s

Males # Other
Race

#
Hispani
c

# Asian # Native
Americ
an

# Black # White #
Househ
olds

2000
Populati
on

Totals 0 857 820 12 39 6 1 306 1338 627 1677

Census data Block Groups - Indicators http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/blkgrp.htm

Census data Block Groups - Indicators - analysis run on 6/03/2009

Speak
English "Not
At All"

Housing
Units With
No Vehicle
Available

Housing
Units With 1
Vehicle
Available

Housing
Units With 2
Vehicles
Available

Housing
Units With 3
Vehicles
Available

Housing
Units With 4
vehicles
Available

Housing
Units With 5
or More
Vehicles
Available

Totals 0 378 1078 1439 391 82 0

County Demographics http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/cntdem.htm

2000 Census General Demographic Profile by County - analysis run on 6/03/2009
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Future Land Use for District 2 http://www.fla-etat.org/est/metadata/flu_gen_d2_jun06.htm

Future Land Use for District 2 - analysis run on 6/03/2009

500 Ft.
Description Acr Pct
AGRICULTURAL 466.6 44.53%

COMMERCIAL 73.9 7.05%

CONSERVATION 56.7 5.41%

INDUSTRIAL 2.8 0.26%

LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 438.6 41.85%

MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 4.6 0.44%

UNKNOWN 4.8 0.46%

Permits Required

Permit Name Type Conditions Review Org Review Date
Environmental Resource Permit Water FDOT District 2 02/01/07

FDEP NPDES General Permit Other FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Technical Studies Required

Technical Study Name Type Conditions Review Org Review Date
Final Preliminary Engineering Report (signed and sealed) ENGINEERING FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Endangered Species Biological Assessment ENVIRONMENTAL FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Cultural Resource Assessment ENVIRONMENTAL FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Contamination Screening Evaluation Report ENVIRONMENTAL FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Wetlands Evaluation Report ENVIRONMENTAL FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Noise Study Report ENVIRONMENTAL FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Final Environmental Impact Statement ENVIRONMENTAL FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Draft Environmental Impact Statement ENVIRONMENTAL FDOT District 2 02/01/07

Air Quality Report ENVIRONMENTAL FDOT District 2 02/01/07

General Project Commitments

Date Description
2/1/2007

Screening Summary Overview
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Evaluation of Direct Effects
Natural Cultural Community

Legend
N/A N/A / No Involvement

0 None (after 12/5/2005)

1 Enhanced

2 Minimal (after 12/5/2005)

3 Moderate

4 Substantial
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 ETAT Review Period From 6/16/2006 To 7/31/2006
 Alternative #1
 From CR 227 To CR 233
- Reviewed from 6/16/2006 to 7/31/2006
- Re-Published: 3/26/2007

3 N/A 3 N/A 2 0 0 N/A 3 2 2 4 3 2 3 N/A 4 3 2 4 2

 Alternative #2
 From CR 227 To CR 233
- Reviewed from 6/16/2006 to 7/31/2006
- Re-Published: 3/26/2007

3 N/A 2 N/A 3 N/A 0 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 N/A 3 3 3 3 3

Agency Comments and Summary Degrees of Effect
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1. Alternative #11.1. Project Effects Overview

Detailed Information on the Public Access Website: http://etdmpub.fla-etat.org/est/index.jsp?startPageId=487&milestoneId=3030

 
Alternative #1 - Project Effects Overview

Issue Degree of Effect Organization Date Reviewed
Natural
Air Quality 3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Coastal and Marine N/A N/A / No Involvement Suwannee River Water Management District 7/25/2006

Coastal and Marine N/A N/A / No Involvement National Marine Fisheries Service 6/28/2006

Contaminated Sites 2 Minimal Federal Highway Administration 7/31/2006

Contaminated Sites 3 Moderate FL Department of Environmental Protection 7/28/2006

Contaminated Sites 3 Moderate Suwannee River Water Management District 7/27/2006

Contaminated Sites 3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/27/2006

Floodplains 2 Minimal Suwannee River Water Management District 7/27/2006

Floodplains 2 Minimal US Environmental Protection Agency 7/26/2006

Navigation 0 None US Army Corps of Engineers 7/31/2006

Special Designations N/A N/A / No Involvement Suwannee River Water Management District 7/28/2006

Special Designations 0 None US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Water Quality and

Quantity

3 Moderate Suwannee River Water Management District 7/29/2006

Water Quality and

Quantity

3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Water Quality and

Quantity

2 Minimal FL Department of Environmental Protection 7/28/2006

Wetlands 2 Minimal Suwannee River Water Management District 7/31/2006

Wetlands 2 Minimal US Army Corps of Engineers 7/31/2006

Wetlands 2 Minimal FL Department of Environmental Protection 7/28/2006

Wetlands 2 Minimal US Environmental Protection Agency 7/26/2006

Wetlands 2 Minimal US Fish and Wildlife Service 7/24/2006

Wetlands N/A N/A / No Involvement National Marine Fisheries Service 6/28/2006

Wildlife and Habitat 2 Minimal FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 7/27/2006

Wildlife and Habitat 0 None US Fish and Wildlife Service 7/24/2006

Wildlife and Habitat N/A N/A / No Involvement National Marine Fisheries Service 6/28/2006

Cultural
Historic and

Archaeological Sites

3 Moderate Federal Highway Administration 7/31/2006

Historic and

Archaeological Sites

3 Moderate Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida 7/20/2006

Historic and

Archaeological Sites

4 Substantial FL Department of State 6/19/2006

Recreation Areas 3 Moderate Suwannee River Water Management District 7/31/2006

Recreation Areas 3 Moderate FL Department of Environmental Protection 7/28/2006
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1.2. Summary Degrees of Effect

Natural
 

Recreation Areas 2 Minimal US Environmental Protection Agency 7/27/2006

Section 4(f) Potential 2 Minimal Federal Highway Administration 7/31/2006

Community
Aesthetics 3 Moderate Federal Highway Administration 7/31/2006

Land Use 4 Substantial FL Department of Community Affairs 7/24/2006

Mobility 3 Moderate Federal Highway Administration 7/31/2006

Social 4 Substantial US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Secondary and Cumulative
Secondary and

Cumulative Effects

2 Minimal Suwannee River Water Management District 7/31/2006

Secondary and

Cumulative Effects

2 Minimal US Army Corps of Engineers 7/31/2006

Secondary and

Cumulative Effects

3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Secondary and

Cumulative Effects

2 Minimal FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 7/27/2006

Air Quality - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Air Quality Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (2/01/2007)

Comments:
Under the criterion provided in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, Bradford County is in an area that has been

designated as an attainment area for carbon monoxide (CO) and ozone standards. At this time there are no serious

air quality problems in Bradford County because of relatively low countywide traffic volumes and the absence of

significant point-source emissions. However, because all the major roadways in the county converge within the City

of Starke, over time automobile and truck emissions will gradually worsen as the traffic volumes increase and the

speeds decrease.

The project alternatives were subjected to a graphical Screening Test, which makes various conservative worst-

case assumptions about the meteorology, traffic, and site conditions. The Screening Test uses these assumptions

in the MOBILE Emissions Series Model and CALINE3 models to produce a series of curves that can be used to

determine the critical distance. The critical distance is the closest a receptor can be to a given intersection without

any chance of a significant air quality impact.

In order to complete the screening test, all of the existing and proposed project intersections were reviewed for

traffic volumes, speeds, and the closet reasonable receptor locations to determine the worst-case scenario. It was

determined that the at-grade intersection or interchange location with the highest traffic volumes would indicate the

greatest potential for air quality impacts for the No-Build Alternative, and for both the Build Alternatives.

Under the criterion provided in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, Bradford County is in an area that has been

designated as an attainment area for carbon monoxide (CO) and ozone standards. At this time there are no serious

air quality problems in Bradford County because of relatively low countywide traffic volumes and the absence of

significant point-source emissions. However, because all the major roadways in the county converge within the City

of Starke, over time automobile and truck emissions will gradually worsen as the traffic volumes increase and the

speeds decrease.

The project alternatives were subjected to a graphical Screening Test, which makes various conservative worst-

case assumptions about the meteorology, traffic, and site conditions. The Screening Test uses these assumptions

in the MOBILE Emissions Series Model and CALINE3 models to produce a series of curves that can be used to
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determine the critical distance. The critical distance is the closest a receptor can be to a given intersection without

any chance of a significant air quality impact.

In order to complete the screening test, all of the existing and proposed project intersections were reviewed for

traffic volumes, speeds, and the closet reasonable receptor locations to determine the worst-case scenario. It was

determined that the at-grade intersection or interchange location with the highest traffic volumes would indicate the

greatest potential for air quality impacts for the No-Build Alternative, and for both the Build Alternatives.

Construction activities will cause minor short-term air quality impacts in the form of dust from earthwork and

unpaved roads, and smoke from open burning. These impacts will be minimized by adherence to all State and local

regulations and to the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction.

All State and local agencies were provided with an opportunity to comment on this project. There were no adverse

comments regarding air quality. This project is in an area, which has been designated as attainment for ozone

standards under the criteria provided in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. This project is in conformance with

the State Implementation Plan because it will not cause violations of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards

(NAAQS).

Coastal and Marine - Coordinator Summary

N/A

Summary Degree of Effect

Coastal and Marine Summary Degree of Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:

Contaminated Sites - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Contaminated Sites Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
The project area has been evaluated for the presence of potential contamination sites and a Level 1 Contamination

Screening Evaluation Report has been prepared. Fifty-seven potentially contaminated sites have been identified.

The evaluation included field survey, reviewing the FDEP database lists and files of known and potentially

contaminated sites in the project area, and review of historical aerial photographs and property ownership

information. Interviews with local officials and some of the site owners were also conducted. Site visits have been

made to each site to examine the site for signs of potential contamination.

Twenty-nine of the identified sites will be impacted by at least one of the proposed Build Alternatives. The other

twenty-eight sites that were identified during the initial evaluation will not be impacted by either of the proposed

Build Alternatives. The Urban Alternative with the West RR Overpass Option will potentially impact 24 sites. The

Rural Alternative has the potential to impact five sites. Each site identified has been given a risk rating of no, low,

medium, and high. The ratings express the degree of concern for potential contamination problems. Known

problems may not necessarily present a high cause for concern, if the regulatory agencies are aware of the

situation and actions are either complete or are underway, and if such actions will not have an adverse impact on

the proposed project. The status of tanks and contamination at some sites may be known, while at others the status

Page 34 of 50 Advance Notification Package for ETDM Project #7640: US 301 in Starke Printed on: 6/04/2009



may not be known. At some sites, contamination is anticipated to occur within the proposed right-of-way. At other

sites, potential contamination is not anticipated because the required right-of-way is minimal or it is not in the area

where contamination is anticipated.

Results of this evaluation will be used in the selection of the preferred alternative. When a specific alternative is

selected for implementation, a site assessment will be performed to the degree necessary to determine levels of

contamination and, if necessary, evaluation of the options and costs to remediate. Resolution of problems

associated with contamination will be coordinated with appropriate regulatory agencies; and prior to construction

appropriate action will be taken.

If any unknown contamination is encountered during construction, special provisions in the construction contract will

require that the contamination is handled properly, including any contaminated liquids, sludges, and solids

discovered; and that consideration is made for any contaminated soils and ground water.

Farmlands - Coordinator Summary

N/A

Summary Degree of Effect

Farmlands Summary Degree of Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (2/06/2007)

Comments:
Through coordination with the Soil Conservation Service it has been determined that no farmlands as defined by 7

CFR 658 are located in the project vicinity.

Floodplains - Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Floodplains Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
The project alternatives were developed and evaluated in accordance with Executive Order 11988, "Floodplain

Management", USDOT Order 5650.2, "Floodplain Management and Protection", and Federal-Aid Policy Guide 23

CFR 650A. The limits of the flood prone areas have been delineated by the Federal Emergency Management

Agency (FEMA) as found on Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) Panels 120017-0150-D and 120015-0175-D for

Bradford County, dated November 15, 1989. No regulatory floodways are identified in the project area by these

maps.

The Department will hydraulically design proposed drainage structures to ensure minimal to no increase in

backwater surface elevation. The proposed improvements will not result in significant change in flood risk and there

will not be a significant change in potential for interruption or termination of emergency evacuation routes. The

proposed project will not encourage floodplain development consistent with the State of Florida's Comprehensive

Plan, which discourages the construction of roads in floodplains and requires local governments, in cooperation

with regional and state agencies, to adopt plans and policies that protect property and the public from natural

disasters (Section 187.201(7)(b)25, Florida Statues).
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Infrastructure - Coordinator Summary

0

Summary Degree of Effect

Infrastructure Summary Degree of Effect: None
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (2/06/2007)

Comments:

Navigation - Coordinator Summary

0

Summary Degree of Effect

Navigation Summary Degree of Effect: None
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:

Special Designations - Coordinator Summary

N/A

Summary Degree of Effect

Special Designations Summary Degree of Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
FDOT concurs with the agency statements. There are no identified Special Designation features within the project

area.

Water Quality and Quantity - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Water Quality and Quantity Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
A Water Quality Impact Evaluation (WQIE) has been completed for the proposed project. The proposed storm

water facility design will include, at a minimum, the water quantity requirements for water quality impacts as

required by the SRWMD in Rules 40B-4. During the design and permitting phase of the project, close coordination

will be carried out with appropriate environmental agencies, including: USEPA, FDEP, SRWMD, and the USCOE.

Prior to construction, a notice of intent must be filed under the state general permit to meet USEPAs National

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements.

During project construction, temporary increases in turbidity will be controlled by procedures and techniques outline

in the State of Florida Standard Specifications, Section 104, "Prevention, Control, and Abatement of Erosion and

Water Pollution".
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Cultural
 

Wetlands - Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Wetlands Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
FDOT concurs with the ETAT responses regarding wetlands for Alternative 1. There are little in the way of wetland

resources located within the urban area.

A Wetland Evaluation Report has been prepared for the proposed project. During the projects design phase the

FDOT will coordinate with the SRWMD and USACE in an effort to secure the appropriate permits. FDOT will

comply with all state and federal wetland regulatory requirements. Any wetland impacts that would result from the

construction of the proposed project will be mitigated to the satisfaction of the regulatory agencies.

Wildlife and Habitat - Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Wildlife and Habitat Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (2/01/2007)

Comments:
An Endangered Species Biological Assessment and a wildlife and habitat evaluation have been prepared, for the

proposed project, to identify potential impacts to federal and state listed species that may potentially occur within

the project area. The Department will continue to work with the USFWS and the FWC to identify and resolve issues

relating to threatened and endangered species. In order to facilitate wildlife mobility, the FDOT will consider wildlife

underpasses in the design of the proposed project for areas where the linkage of public lands can be achieved.

Historic and Archaeological Sites - Coordinator Summary

4

Summary Degree of Effect

Historic and Archaeological Sites Summary Degree of Effect: Substantial
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
A Cultural Resources Assessment Survey has been completed for the proposed project. FDOT began coordination

with the SHPO through FHWA in 1998 and will continue close coordination as the project moves forward.

Recreation Areas - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect
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Community
 

Recreation Areas Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (2/01/2007)

Comments:
FDOT will coordinate with the appropriate agencies during the projects design phase to identify any potential

impacts to recreation areas.

Section 4(f) Potential - Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Section 4(f) Potential Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
Once a preferred alternative is recommended, a Section 4(f) evaluation will be coordinated with SHPO to address

use of NRHP sites within the preferred alternative.

Aesthetics - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Aesthetics Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (2/01/2007)

Comments:
A traffic Noise Study Report (NSR) has been completed and the results will be detailed in the environmental

document.

The current urban environment along U.S. 301 is cluttered with driveways, utility poles and signs. The proposed

Urban Alternative will require a wider right-of-way in which there will be a greater separation of adjacent land uses,

the automobile, the pedestrian and the utility poles. An urban typical section with curbs and gutters will be

compatible with the urban environment. The Urban Alternative will have a wide paved area necessary to

accommodate six to eight lanes of traffic; however, along the Urban Alternative a boulevard concept is being

considered for the immediate downtown area, between SR 100 and SR 16, in association with the Urban

Alternative. The boulevard concept will include landscaping of both the median and exterior grassed areas with a

meandering sidewalk provided. This can be accomplished where purchase of right-of-way results in remnant

parcels, or parcels that are neither accessible nor buildable, or by obtaining a landscaping easement. The

boulevard would be complementary to the improvements that have been made by the city throughout the downtown

Historic District area. Furthermore, there has been no concern expressed by the community with regards to the

visual quality of either of the two Build Alternatives.

Economic - Coordinator Summary

N/A

Summary Degree of Effect

Economic Summary Degree of Effect: N/A / No Involvement
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Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (2/06/2007)

Comments:

Land Use - Coordinator Summary

4

Summary Degree of Effect

Land Use Summary Degree of Effect: Substantial
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
The project will not be advanced until it is determined to be consistent with the Bradford County comprehensive

plan.

Bradford County and the City of Starke are both planning for increased development. Along U.S. 301 both to the

north and south of the urban center, commercial uses will fill in where residential and currently undeveloped areas

exist. The current trend is for commercial and office development to occur along the highway to the south of Call

Street. A new industrial area has been designated to the southeast in the vicinity of the CSX main rail line and the

industrial area designated by the County. The infill of new commercial uses along U.S. 301 is expected to create

increased traffic and access demands. The Comprehensive Plan for the City of Starke, last updated October 2004,

includes a Traffic Circulation Element that identifies deficiencies in the level of service on U.S. 301 and

recommends improvements. The Recommended Transportation Improvements map indicates that U.S. 301 be

widened to 6 lanes or an equivalent action should be taken. The Comprehensive Plan Policy B.1.1.3 states that By

communication to the FDOT District Secretary, urge the FDOT to complete the PD&E Study for U.S. 301. Under

Proposed Improvements, the plan indicates that six lanes are needed, but may not be feasible due to limited right-

of-way and the amount of commercial activity along the right-of-way. The plan recognizes that the FDOT is

considering an alternate rural route.

Mobility - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Mobility Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
In compliance with 23 USC 109(n), full consideration was made for pedestrian and bicycle use of the proposed

project. The Urban Alternative is being considered as a controlled access arterial roadway and will accommodate

both pedestrians and bicyclists. The proposed design concept includes 4-foot bike lanes adjacent to the outside

travel lanes in each direction. In addition, 5-foot wide sidewalks will be provided on each side of the roadway and

separated from the bicycle lanes by a curb and minimum 3-foot grassed strip. All bicycle facilities will be designed

in accordance with the Florida "Bicycle Facilities Planning and Design Guidelines" and the American Association of

State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Standards.

In the downtown area where right-of-way acquisition may be extensive to accommodate eight-lanes of traffic, it is

proposed that remnant parcels be used as a landscaped area with a meandering sidewalk producing a boulevard

concept between SR 100 and SR 16. Because the roadway will be wide in the downtown area it will be important to

allow sufficient time for pedestrians to cross the road. All pedestrian facilities will be designed to comply with the

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1994. Design details will be required in the downtown area to discourage
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Secondary and Cumulative
 

pedestrians from crossing the highway except at crosswalk locations.

Where crossroads with sidewalks are encountered on the Urban Alternative, the sidewalks will be connected to

those along the mainline. Cross streets, such as SR 100 and SR 16, that will require widening, will have existing

sidewalks reconstructed and joined for a continuous sidewalk system.

Relocation - Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Relocation Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (2/01/2007)

Comments:
In order to minimize the unavoidable effects of right-of-way acquisition and displacement of people, the Florida

Department of Transportation will carry out a right-of-way and relocation program in accordance with Florida Statute

339.09 and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646

as amended by Public Law 100-17).

Social - Coordinator Summary

4

Summary Degree of Effect

Social Summary Degree of Effect: Substantial
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
Social and economic impacts have been evaluated for the proposed project and will be detailed in the projects

Environmental Documentation. Public involvement will continue as the project moves forward.

Secondary and Cumulative Effects - Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
FDOT will coordinate and comply with state and federal regulatory agency requirements with respect to wetland

and water quality permitting. Wildlife and habitat issues will be coordinated with state and federal regulatory

agencies to resolve any potential issues and concerns. An Air Quality Assessment has been conducted for the

proposed project. Please see comments for Air Quality.
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2. Alternative #22.1. Project Effects Overview

Detailed Information on the Public Access Website: http://etdmpub.fla-etat.org/est/index.jsp?startPageId=487&milestoneId=3030

 
Alternative #2 - Project Effects Overview

Issue Degree of Effect Organization Date Reviewed
Natural
Air Quality 3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Coastal and Marine N/A N/A / No Involvement Suwannee River Water Management District 7/26/2006

Coastal and Marine N/A N/A / No Involvement National Marine Fisheries Service 6/28/2006

Contaminated Sites 2 Minimal US Environmental Protection Agency 7/27/2006

Contaminated Sites 2 Minimal Suwannee River Water Management District 7/27/2006

Floodplains 3 Moderate Suwannee River Water Management District 7/31/2006

Floodplains 2 Minimal US Environmental Protection Agency 7/26/2006

Navigation 0 None US Army Corps of Engineers 7/31/2006

Special Designations 2 Minimal Suwannee River Water Management District 7/31/2006

Special Designations 2 Minimal US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Water Quality and

Quantity

3 Moderate Suwannee River Water Management District 7/31/2006

Water Quality and

Quantity

3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Water Quality and

Quantity

3 Moderate FL Department of Environmental Protection 7/28/2006

Wetlands 3 Moderate Suwannee River Water Management District 7/31/2006

Wetlands 3 Moderate US Army Corps of Engineers 7/31/2006

Wetlands 3 Moderate FL Department of Environmental Protection 7/28/2006

Wetlands 3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/27/2006

Wetlands 3 Moderate US Fish and Wildlife Service 7/26/2006

Wetlands N/A N/A / No Involvement National Marine Fisheries Service 6/28/2006

Wildlife and Habitat 3 Moderate FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 7/27/2006

Wildlife and Habitat 3 Moderate US Fish and Wildlife Service 7/27/2006

Wildlife and Habitat N/A N/A / No Involvement National Marine Fisheries Service 6/28/2006

Cultural
Historic and

Archaeological Sites

3 Moderate Federal Highway Administration 7/31/2006

Historic and

Archaeological Sites

3 Moderate Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida 7/20/2006

Historic and

Archaeological Sites

2 Minimal FL Department of State 6/20/2006

Recreation Areas 3 Moderate Suwannee River Water Management District 7/31/2006

Recreation Areas 3 Moderate FL Department of Environmental Protection 7/28/2006

Recreation Areas 2 Minimal US Environmental Protection Agency 7/27/2006

Community
Aesthetics 2 Minimal Federal Highway Administration 7/31/2006
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2.2. Summary Degrees of Effect

Natural
 

Land Use 3 Moderate FL Department of Community Affairs 7/24/2006

Social 3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Secondary and Cumulative
Secondary and

Cumulative Effects

3 Moderate Suwannee River Water Management District 7/31/2006

Secondary and

Cumulative Effects

2 Minimal US Army Corps of Engineers 7/31/2006

Secondary and

Cumulative Effects

3 Moderate US Environmental Protection Agency 7/28/2006

Secondary and

Cumulative Effects

4 Substantial FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 7/27/2006

Air Quality - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Air Quality Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (2/01/2007)

Comments:
Under the criterion provided in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, Bradford County is in an area that has been

designated as an attainment area for carbon monoxide (CO) and ozone standards. At this time there are no serious

air quality problems in Bradford County because of relatively low countywide traffic volumes and the absence of

significant point-source emissions. However, because all the major roadways in the county converge within the City

of Starke, over time automobile and truck emissions will gradually worsen as the traffic volumes increase and the

speeds decrease.

The project alternatives were subjected to a graphical Screening Test, which makes various conservative worst-

case assumptions about the meteorology, traffic, and site conditions. The Screening Test uses these assumptions

in the MOBILE Emissions Series Model and CALINE3 models to produce a series of curves that can be used to

determine the critical distance. The critical distance is the closest a receptor can be to a given intersection without

any chance of a significant air quality impact.

In order to complete the screening test, all of the existing and proposed project intersections were reviewed for

traffic volumes, speeds, and the closet reasonable receptor locations to determine the worst-case scenario. It was

determined that the at-grade intersection or interchange location with the highest traffic volumes would indicate the

greatest potential for air quality impacts for the No-Build Alternative, and for both the Build Alternatives.

Construction activities will cause minor short-term air quality impacts in the form of dust from earthwork and

unpaved roads, and smoke from open burning. These impacts will be minimized by adherence to all State and local

regulations and to the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction.

All State and local agencies were provided with an opportunity to comment on this project. There were no adverse

comments regarding air quality. This project is in an area, which has been designated as attainment for ozone

standards under the criteria provided in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. This project is in conformance with

the State Implementation Plan because it will not cause violations of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards

(NAAQS).

Coastal and Marine - Coordinator Summary

N/A

Summary Degree of Effect
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Coastal and Marine Summary Degree of Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:

Contaminated Sites - Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Contaminated Sites Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
The project area has been evaluated for the presence of potential contamination sites and a Level 1 Contamination

Screening Evaluation Report has been prepared. Fifty-seven potentially contaminated sites have been identified.

The evaluation included field survey, reviewing the FDEP database lists and files of known and potentially

contaminated sites in the project area, and review of historical aerial photographs and property ownership

information. Interviews with local officials and some of the site owners were also conducted. Site visits have been

made to each site to examine the site for signs of potential contamination.

Twenty-nine of the identified sites will be impacted by at least one of the proposed Build Alternatives. The other

twenty-eight sites that were identified during the initial evaluation will not be impacted by either of the proposed

Build Alternatives. The Urban Alternative with the West RR Overpass Option will potentially impact 24 sites. The

Rural Alternative has the potential to impact five sites. Each site identified has been given a risk rating of no, low,

medium, and high. The ratings express the degree of concern for potential contamination problems. Known

problems may not necessarily present a high cause for concern, if the regulatory agencies are aware of the

situation and actions are either complete or are underway, and if such actions will not have an adverse impact on

the proposed project. The status of tanks and contamination at some sites may be known, while at others the status

may not be known. At some sites, contamination is anticipated to occur within the proposed right-of-way. At other

sites, potential contamination is not anticipated because the required right-of-way is minimal or it is not in the area

where contamination is anticipated.

Results of this evaluation will be used in the selection of the preferred alternative. When a specific alternative is

selected for implementation, a site assessment will be performed to the degree necessary to determine levels of

contamination and, if necessary, evaluation of the options and costs to remediate. Resolution of problems

associated with contamination will be coordinated with appropriate regulatory agencies; and prior to construction

appropriate action will be taken.

If any unknown contamination is encountered during construction, special provisions in the construction contract will

require that the contamination is handled properly, including any contaminated liquids, sludges, and solids

discovered; and that consideration is made for any contaminated soils and ground water.

Farmlands - Coordinator Summary

N/A

Summary Degree of Effect

Farmlands Summary Degree of Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (2/06/2007)

Comments:
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Through coordination with the Soil Conservation Service it has been determined that no farmlands as defined by 7

CFR 658 are located in the project vicinity.

Floodplains - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Floodplains Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
The project alternatives were developed and evaluated in accordance with Executive Order 11988, "Floodplain

Management", USDOT Order 5650.2, "Floodplain Management and Protection", and Federal-Aid Policy Guide 23

CFR 650A. The limits of the flood prone areas have been delineated by the Federal Emergency Management

Agency (FEMA) as found on Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) Panels 120017-0150-D and 120015-0175-D for

Bradford County, dated November 15, 1989. No regulatory floodways are identified in the project area by these

maps.

The Department will hydraulically design proposed drainage structures to ensure minimal to no increase in

backwater surface elevation. The proposed improvements will not result in significant change in flood risk and there

will not be a significant change in potential for interruption or termination of emergency evacuation routes. The

proposed project will not encourage floodplain development consistent with the State of Florida's Comprehensive

Plan, which discourages the construction of roads in floodplains and requires local governments, in cooperation

with regional and state agencies, to adopt plans and policies that protect property and the public from natural

disasters (Section 187.201(7)(b)25, Florida Statues).

Infrastructure - Coordinator Summary

N/A

Summary Degree of Effect

Infrastructure Summary Degree of Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (2/06/2007)

Comments:

Navigation - Coordinator Summary

0

Summary Degree of Effect

Navigation Summary Degree of Effect: None
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
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Special Designations - Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Special Designations Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
It is not anticipated that the proposed project will affect the Graham Conservation Area.

Water Quality and Quantity - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Water Quality and Quantity Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
A Water Quality Impact Evaluation (WQIE) has been completed for the proposed project. The proposed storm

water facility design will include, at a minimum, the water quantity requirements for water quality impacts as

required by the SRWMD in Rules 40B-4. During the design and permitting phase of the project, close coordination

will be carried out with appropriate environmental agencies, including: USEPA, FDEP, SRWMD, and the USCOE.

Prior to construction, a notice of intent must be filed under the state general permit to meet USEPAs National

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System NPDES requirements.

During project construction, temporary increases in turbidity will be controlled by procedures and techniques outline

in the State of Florida Standard Specifications, Section 104, "Prevention, Control, and Abatement of Erosion and

Water Pollution".

Wetlands - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Wetlands Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
A Wetland Evaluation Report has been prepared for the proposed project. During the projects design phase the

FDOT will coordinate with the SRWMD and USACE in an effort to secure the appropriate permits. FDOT will

comply with all state and federal wetland regulatory requirements. Any wetland impacts that would result from the

construction of the proposed project will be mitigated to the satisfaction of the regulatory agencies.

Wildlife and Habitat - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Wildlife and Habitat Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
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Cultural
 

Community
 

An Endangered Species Biological Assessment and a wildlife and habitat evaluation have been prepared, for the

proposed project, to identify potential impacts to federal and state listed species that may potentially occur within

the project area. The Department will continue to work with the USFWS and the FWC to identify and resolve issues

relating to threatened and endangered species. In order to facilitate wildlife mobility, the FDOT will consider wildlife

underpasses in the design of the proposed project for areas where the linkage of public lands can be achieved.

Historic and Archaeological Sites - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Historic and Archaeological Sites Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (2/01/2007)

Comments:
A Cultural Resources Assessment Survey has been completed for the proposed project. FDOT began coordination

with the SHPO through FHWA in 1998 and will continue close coordination as the project moves forward.

Recreation Areas - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Recreation Areas Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
The Florida Trail Connector follows US 30 south of CR 227 and CR 227 west of US 301. The Palatka to Lake Butler

State Trail is proposed to follow an abandoned rail line that crosses US 301. The Rural Alternative will not intersect

with the abandoned rail line, however the Florida Trail Connector that follows US 301 south of CR 227 will need to

be considered in the development of designs for the transition lanes at the terminus of the Rural Alternative. FDOT

will coordinate with the appropriate regulatory agencies as the proposed project moves forward to identify and

potential impacts to recreation areas within the project vicinity.

Section 4(f) Potential - Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Section 4(f) Potential Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (2/06/2007)

Comments:
Once a preferred alternative is recommended, a Section 4(f) evaluation will be coordinated with SHPO to address

use of NRHP sites within the preferred alternative.
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Aesthetics - Coordinator Summary

2

Summary Degree of Effect

Aesthetics Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
The current urban environment along U.S. 301 is cluttered with driveways, utility poles and signs. The proposed

Urban Alternative will require a wider right-of-way in which there will be a greater separation of adjacent land uses,

the automobile, the pedestrian and the utility poles. An urban typical section with curbs and gutters will be

compatible with the urban environment. The Urban Alternative will have a wide paved area necessary to

accommodate six to eight lanes of traffic; however, along the Urban Alternative a boulevard concept is being

considered for the immediate downtown area, between SR 100 and SR 16, in association with the Urban

Alternative. The boulevard concept will include landscaping of both the median and exterior grassed areas with a

meandering sidewalk provided. This can be accomplished where purchase of right-of-way results in remnant

parcels, or parcels that are neither accessible nor buildable, or by obtaining a landscaping easement. The

boulevard would be complementary to the improvements that have been made by the city throughout the downtown

Historic District area. Furthermore, there has been no concern expressed by the community with regards to the

visual quality of either of the two Build Alternatives.

Economic - Coordinator Summary

N/A

Summary Degree of Effect

Economic Summary Degree of Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (2/06/2007)

Comments:

Land Use - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Land Use Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
The project will not be advanced until it is determined to be consistent with the Bradford County comprehensive

plan.

Bradford County and the City of Starke are both planning for increased development. Along U.S. 301 both to the

north and south of the urban center, commercial uses will fill in where residential and currently undeveloped areas

exist. The current trend is for commercial and office development to occur along the highway to the south of Call

Street. A new industrial area has been designated to the southeast in the vicinity of the CSX main rail line and the

industrial area designated by the County. The infill of new commercial uses along U.S. 301 is expected to create

increased traffic and access demands. The Comprehensive Plan for the City of Starke, last updated October 2004,

includes a Traffic Circulation Element that identifies deficiencies in the level of service on U.S. 301 and

recommends improvements. The Recommended Transportation Improvements map indicates that U.S. 301 be

widened to 6 lanes or an equivalent action should be taken. The Comprehensive Plan Policy B.1.1.3 states that By

communication to the FDOT District Secretary, urge the FDOT to complete the PD&E Study for U.S. 301. Under

Proposed Improvements, the plan indicates that six lanes are needed, but may not be feasible due to limited right-
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Secondary and Cumulative
 

of-way and the amount of commercial activity along the right-of-way. The plan recognizes that the FDOT is

considering an alternate rural route.

Mobility - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Mobility Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (2/06/2007)

Comments:
The proposed project will enhance the mobility for the residents of Bradford County as well as the traveling public of

northeast Florida.

Relocation - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Relocation Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (2/01/2007)

Comments:
In order to minimize the unavoidable effects of right-of-way acquisition and displacement of people, the Florida

Department of Transportation will carry out a right-of-way and relocation program in accordance with Florida Statute

339.09 and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policy Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646

as amended by Public Law 100-17).

Social - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Social Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
Social and economic impacts have been evaluated for the proposed project and will be detailed in the projects

Environmental Documentation. Public involvement will continue as the project moves forward.

Secondary and Cumulative Effects - Coordinator Summary

3

Summary Degree of Effect

Secondary and Cumulative Effects Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
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A hardcopy map series for this project is available on the Public ETDM Website. Please click on the link below (or copy

this link into your Web Browser) in order to view a listing of the hardcopy maps available for this project:  

 

 http://etdmpub.fla-etat.org/est/index.jsp?tpID=7640&startPageName=Hardcopy%20Maps  

 

Special Note: Please be sure that when the Hardcopy Maps page loads, the Project Milestone Date corresponding to

this Advance Notification is selected. Hardcopy map snapshots have been taken for Project #7640 at various points

throughout the project's life-cycle, so it is important that you view the correct snapshot.

 

No Data Available

FDOT District 2 (1/31/2007)

Comments:
FDOT will coordinate and comply with state and federal regulatory agency requirements with respect to wetland

and water quality permitting. Wildlife and habitat issues will be coordinated with state and federal regulatory

agencies to resolve any potential issues and concerns.

Resource Maps

Class of Action

Class of Action Determination

Class of Action Other Actions

Environmental Impact Statement Section 4(f) Evaluation

Section 106 Consultation

Endangered Species Assessment

Lead Agency Cooperating Agency/Agencies

Federal Highway Administration None

Class of Action Signatures

FDOT District 2

Name: Don Dankert

Review Status: ACCEPTED

Date: 2/6/2007

ETDM Role: FDOT ETDM Coordinator

Comments:

Federal Highway Administration

Name: Greg L Hall

Review Status: ACCEPTED

Date: 3/21/2007

ETDM Role: Lead Agency ETAT Member

Comments:

Dispute Resolution Activity Log

Ancillary Documentation
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No Data Available
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From: Browning, Stephen
To: "rnbalvarez@embarqmail.com"
Subject: US-301 Starke Bypass Aerial
Date: Monday, January 28, 2013 3:48:00 PM
Attachments: Aerial.pdf

Mr. Alvarez,
 
 
Thanks for attending the public hearing on the US-301 Starke Bypass. I’ve attached the aerial that
you requested.  The aerials from the meeting can also be downloaded from the project website
www.us301starke.com under the “Rural Alternative Description” link.
 
If you have any additional questions please let me know.

Thanks.
_____________________________________
 
Stephen L. Browning, PE
Planning & Environmental Management Office
MS 2007, 1109 South Marion Avenue
Lake City, FL 32025
 
Phone: (386)-961-7455; Fax (386)-961-7508
Email: stephen.browning@dot.state.fl.us
 





 













From: Browning, Stephen
To: "jordank@circuit8.org"
Subject: Starke Bypass Public Hearing Comment
Date: Wednesday, February 06, 2013 1:00:00 PM

Ms. Jordan,
 
Thanks for your interest in the US 301 Starke Bypass project and for taking the time to attend the
public hearing held at the Bradford County Fairgrounds.  Your comment provided at the meeting
will become part of the public hearing record for this project.   
 
At this time construction has not been funded for this project.  Once construction funds become
available and the construction activities begin, notifications of weekly activities that may impact
traffic can be monitored through the www.northfloridaroads.com  website.       
 
Thanks again for taking the time to provide input on this project.  If you have any additional
questions and/or concerns please do not hesitate to give me a call or send me an email.
 
Thanks.
_____________________________________
 
Stephen L. Browning, PE
Planning & Environmental Management Office
MS 2007, 1109 South Marion Avenue
Lake City, FL 32025
 
Phone: (386)-961-7455; Fax (386)-961-7508
Email: stephen.browning@dot.state.fl.us
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Browning, Stephen

From: Newman, Terri
Sent: Thursday, January 17, 2013 1:56 PM
To: GatorWoodPile@comcast.net
Cc: Browning, Stephen; Stoppe, Aja; Bedenbaugh, Nelson; Henderson, Bill; Southall, Peter; 

Robert S. Yerkes; Fred Isaac
Subject: RE: Request to Remove Cemetery Designation from Wood Property

Will do. Regards, Terri. 
 

From: GatorWoodPile@comcast.net [mailto:GatorWoodPile@comcast.net]  
Sent: Thursday, January 17, 2013 1:52 PM 
To: Newman, Terri 
Cc: Browning, Stephen; Stoppe, Aja; Bedenbaugh, Nelson; Henderson, Bill; Southall, Peter; Robert S. Yerkes; Fred Isaac; 
gatorwoodpile@comcast.net 
Subject: Re: Request to Remove Cemetery Designation from Wood Property 
 
Ms. Newman,  
  
Thank you for your response and the additional information you provided.  I would appreciate very 
much if you would refer to the area in question as the "former Brymer Cemetery" as you offered in 
your email below until the right-of-way is acquired.  To the best of my knowledge, no graves remain 
on this property. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Joe Wood 

From: "Terri Newman" <Terri.Newman@dot.state.fl.us> 
To: GatorWoodPile@comcast.net 
Cc: "Stephen Browning" <Stephen.Browning@dot.state.fl.us>, "Aja Stoppe" 
<Aja.Stoppe@dot.state.fl.us>, "Nelson Bedenbaugh" <Nelson.Bedenbaugh@dot.state.fl.us>, "Bill 
Henderson" <Bill.Henderson@dot.state.fl.us>, "Peter Southall" <Peter.Southall@dot.state.fl.us> 
Sent: Thursday, January 17, 2013 10:33:27 AM 
Subject: RE: Request to Remove Cemetery Designation from Wood Property 

Dear Mr. Wood, 
  
First, thank you for the additional information that was provided below in terms of the broken headstone we which also 
observed in our later work in 2011.  Some of the confusion lies with the time frame, exact location and number of 
original burials along with limited documentation that could be completely verified.  I’ve attached a few pages from our 
2004 research on the cemetery, discussing the varying recollections of how many graves the cemetery contained and 
how many were removed and reinterred in 1986.   
  
Five burials were removed from the Brymer Cemetery in 1986; however, information from the court documents and 
interviews with Mr. Wood and other informants suggest that two to seven burials may remain on the property.   
  
Our approach is to conduct scraping in the area of the cemetery once the right‐of‐way has been acquired, to determine 
if any burials remain on the property (the soils have been so churned by timbering and the reinterment activities that 
GPR is not applicable).  If we conduct the scraping and find no graves, then we can certainly submit an update to the 
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Florida Master Sites File (FMSF) records indicating the results and voiding the historic cemetery designation.  If we do 
find additional burials, FDOT would arrange reinterment with a licensed funeral home.  Once the burials are removed, 
we would update the FMSF regarding the removal of the cemetery.  This is admittedly a conservative approach but only 
due to the fact we cannot completely verify all of the facts.  At a minimum we can refer to the site location as the former
“Brymer Cemetery” until right of way is acquired and on any future maps or discussions.   
  
Please let me know if I can be of further assistance. 
  
  
Terri B. Newman, Contamination & Cultural Resources Coordinator 
FDOT District 2 
1109 S. Marion Avenue 
Lake City, Florida 32025-5874 
Phone 386-961-7713 
terri.newman@dot.state.fl.us 
  
  
   
  
  
  
  
From: GatorWoodPile@comcast.net [mailto:GatorWoodPile@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 15, 2013 9:14 PM 
To: Stoppe, Aja; Bedenbaugh, Nelson 
Cc: Browning, Stephen; Newman, Terri; Robert S. Yerkes; Fred Isaac; gatorwoodpile@comcast.net 
Subject: Request to Remove Cemetery Designation from Wood Property 
  
  
Ms Stoppe, 

On January 10, 2013, I attended the Public Hearing for the US 301 (SR 200) Bypass project at the Bradford 
County Fair Association property in Starke, Florida.  During the presentation portion of the agenda, one of the 
PowerPoint slides indicated that there were two cemeteries impacted by the rural alternative.  After the 
presentation I approached the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Project Manager, Stephen 
Browning, and asked him to show me where the two cemeteries were located on the rural alternative route 
drawings that were available for viewing by members of the public attending the hearing.  Mr. Browning then 
located a FDOT individual with knowledge of the designated sites who pointed out that one of the two 
locations designated as a cemetery was on my property (Bradford County Parcel 04191‐0‐00000).  This is NOT 
correct. 

Many years ago some grave sites were discovered on my property (which at the time was owned by my 
grandfather).  After a subsequent investigation it was determined that the graves were illegal and the bodies 
were disinterred and relocated to another cemetery by court order.  Information concerning this case can be 
found in the records of the Circuit Court, Eighth Judicial Circuit, In and For Bradford County (case number  86‐
206‐CA, filed October 13, 1986). 

In addition, in March of 2011, after the discovery of a broken headstone (believed to have been overlooked 
when the graves were moved) during a timber cruise, I hired Steve Futch, Funeral Director at Jones/Gallagher 
Funeral Home, Starke, FL. (904‐964‐6200 or 904‐966‐6535), to investigate.  He determined the monument was 
for a Rudolph T. Powell, Jr., who lived from 1943 to 1970. Mr. Futch called Mrs. Haile of Haile Funeral Home in 
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Starke and asked her if she had any information on Mr. Powell's burial.  She stated that Mr. Powell's remains 
had been disinterred and moved, back in the mid‐1980's.  This was done in connection with the 1986 judicial 
order.  Mrs. Haile informed Mr. Futch that she would coordinate with the Powell Family to relocate the 
monument.  That was the end of my communication with Mr. Futch regarding this matter. 

Please remove the “Cemetery” designation from all documents, drawings, other relevant records, and 
discussions concerning or related to my property in Bradford County.  No graves remain on this property.  

Sincerely, 

Joe Wood 



 



From: Browning, Stephen
To: "Charlie Charles"
Subject: RE: Starke US301 Bypass
Date: Monday, February 04, 2013 7:47:00 AM

Mr. Charles,
 
Thanks for your interest in the US 301 Starke Bypass project and for taking the time to attend the
public hearing held at the Bradford County Fairgrounds.  Your email will become part of the public
hearing record for this project.   
 
This PD&E (Project Development and Environment ) study has been ongoing since 1993.  Since
then, there have been numerous meetings and forums for stakeholders to provide input on how
this project should advance and the need for the project.  During the course of the study, FDOT
conducted a survey of the businesses to determine the potential economic impacts of both the
urban and rural alternative on the community.  A similar study was conducted by the Chamber of
Commerce.  In 2005, the North Florida Regional Chamber of Commerce signed a resolution in
support of the rural alternative.  The resolution stated that the proposed bypass would decrease
truck traffic in town and promote business and residential development.
 
For the public hearing we notified property owners along the proposed rural alternative and
anyone who attended the May 2011 public meeting.  In addition, meeting notifications were
published in the Bradford County Telegraph prior to the May 2011 and January 2013 meetings.
 
The purpose of the bypass is to allow all through traffic the ability to easily bypass the City of
Starke.  US-301 is a regionally significant roadway and the majority of the traffic traveling US-301
are vehicles with destinations outside the City of Starke.  
 
Thanks again for taking the time to provide input on this project.  If you have any additional
questions and/or concerns please do not hesitate to give me a call or send me an email.
_____________________________________
 
Stephen L. Browning, PE
Planning & Environmental Management Office
MS 2007, 1109 South Marion Avenue
Lake City, FL 32025
 
Phone: (386)-961-7455; Fax (386)-961-7508
Email: stephen.browning@dot.state.fl.us
 
From: Charlie Charles [mailto:ccharles52@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2013 2:18 PM
To: Browning, Stephen
Subject: Starke US301 Bypass
Importance: High
 
Mr. Stephen Browning,



 
I would like for it to be noted that as a business owner that will be affected by the Starke bypass I
should have been notified about the meeting that was held. Many other owners are like myself and
live in other towns and may not have heard about the meeting.  In fact, I noticed a shortage of
owners at the meeting and I wonder if the D.O.T. made any effort to mail notices to the businesses
or pass out handouts along the affected route?
 
I also was unable to get a definitive answer to my question about a less costly truck route, has it
been considered?
 
Of course my interest in this is because I own a business that will be bypassed. Although much of
my business is local, many people from communities north and south of Starke use US301 to travel
to Baldwin, Middleburg, Duval and Alachua counties which are also areas where we do business. As
a matter of fact, that is one of the primary reasons I located our satellite office on US301. Although
Bill Henderson did not directly answer my question, it was apparent from his comment that the
D.O.T. has not performed a study on how this bypass will affect those businesses being bypassed.
Without mentioning any specific comments, I have not heard anything logical that would make me
believe that this bypass will not be a major adverse impact to the motels, gas stations, convenience
stores and other businesses that rely on traffic, a large portion which is tourist traffic or people
traveling that will impulsively stop and make purchases at the businesses along US301 in Starke. If
they are provided with a 200 million dollar four-lane bypass highway those businesses will no
longer have those customers. Bill compared this project to the Dothan, AL bypass of years ago. To
compare Starke, FL to Dothan, AL doesn’t even come close to convincing me that we should expect
the same outcome and yet still he did not answer the question of whether the DOT had performed
a study to determine the number of passenger vehicles that would choose to avoid the old US301
route. This information would prove valuable to the business owner’s decision of what action, if
any, they should take to counteract the reduction in traffic and the obvious reduction in customers
associated with it.
 
Being a business owner of 32 years I have learned to evaluate any investment from a cost/value
method. In other words, is this the best value that I can get for the amount of money spent? At the
hearing I asked if the DOT had considered building a mandatory truck route around Starke instead
of the bypass. Maybe my choice of the word mandatory was not the best because Bill’s response
that the DOT cannot force the public to take a certain road did not answer the question of whether
the DOT had considered a truck route around Starke or not. By asking about a mandatory truck
route I meant that all through truck traffic over a set weight limit (18 wheelers, Cargo Trucks, etc.)
must take the truck route which is something I have seen in many cities in Florida as well as other
states. Yes, cars can and do take that same route if they choose, but if you would take the
following points in consideration maybe you will better understand my reasoning;
 

1. A large percentage of the traffic traveling through Starke is 18-wheelers or large trucks.
By redirecting them to a truck route around US301/Starke not only would you
substantially reduce the traffic congestion but I think that it would make that section of
the road much safer.

2. A truck route could be kept at two lanes and possibly be a lot shorter than the 7.2



miles proposed now. It is also a possibility that you could use portions of existing
roadways as parts of the truck route for substantial savings.

3. Jim Knight brought up a valid point that at 7.2 miles a two lane road would not provide
much opportunity for passing. Reducing the length of the truck route would help this
issue or would it be possible to provide strategically placed four lane sections for
passing slower moving vehicles?

4. If the planned 7.2 mile route is used and a shorter route is not possible I would think
that a two lane road would still provide a substantial cost savings even if the DOT were
to purchase enough right of way to enlarge the road to a four lane in the future when
and if it became necessary. The same for any bridges required.

5. By building a truck route and requiring all trucks to use it, unless they have local
deliveries, would reduce traffic congestion in Starke, make that section of US301 safer,
lessen the adverse impact on businesses that depend on the traffic for customers,
lower the environmental impact of a large four lane highway and most importantly
would achieve a large percentage of same results needed at a substantial savings to the
projected cost of close to 100 million dollars.

In summary, anybody that is familiar with US301 in Starke knows there is a need for something to
be done and I’ll be the first to admit that I am not an expert in Roadway Design or construction. I
was under the impression that this is what these meetings were for, to get input from the public as
to how these projects will affect them and to get ideas that may better serve the people affected
as well as all taxpayers. From what I saw and heard, the decision has already been made and the
DOT made no extra effort to notify the business owners who have invested in Starke and will be
most adversely affected economically.

BTW, Bill could have come up with something better than “It worked in Dothan” �
 

 
Sincerely,
Charlie Charles
 
Charles Custom Memorials
561 NW Hilton Avenue
Lake City, FL 32055
386-755-4001 (Office)
386-754-5382 (Fax)
 



 



From: Browning, Stephen
To: "Ronald Gunter"
Subject: RE: US301 Starke Bypass - Comments, Requests, and Considerations
Date: Monday, January 28, 2013 11:47:00 AM

Mr. and Mrs. Gunter,
 
Thanks for your interest in the US 301 Starke Bypass project and for taking the time to attend the
public hearing held at the Bradford County Fairgrounds.  Your email will become part of the public
hearing record for this project. I will also forward your email to our right-of-way staff so that they
are aware of your concerns. If you would like I could have them contact you?
 
Thanks again for taking the time to provide input on this project. If you have any additional
questions and/or concerns please do not hesitate to give me a call or send me an email.  
 
Thanks.
_____________________________________
 
Stephen L. Browning, PE
Planning & Environmental Management Office
MS 2007, 1109 South Marion Avenue
Lake City, FL 32025
 
Phone: (386)-961-7455; Fax (386)-961-7508
Email: stephen.browning@dot.state.fl.us
 
From: Ronald Gunter [mailto:yellowjacket@embarqmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, January 21, 2013 8:37 PM
To: Browning, Stephen
Subject: US301 Starke Bypass - Comments, Requests, and Considerations

Dear Mr. Browning,

My husband has been a lifelong resident of Bradford County with the exception of the years
in which he served in the military during Vietnam. I was born and raised in Jesup, Georgia. 
My husband and I married in 1973 and decided to live and raise our family in Starke. We
purchased a mobile home and moved it on property (Parcel ID: 04189-0-00000) owned by
my husband’s parents with an agreement that we would pay the land taxes as long as we
remained living on the property. We ended up raising our two (2) kids at this residency and
obviously currently still reside here.

The Rural Alternative Bypass around Starke will go through our house and property at
��������	�
����������������
��������������������� !
"��������#���������$����%�� �� �
comments regarding traffic congestion on US301 in Starke and the need for a resolution.
US301 in Starke is no worse than the traffic congestion that exist in nearby cities. For
instance, Archer Road and/or University Avenue are very congested roads in Gainesville. 
Several roads in Orange Park are congested. These are SR21, Kingsley Avenue, Wells Road,
and several others. The traffic in Starke, on US301, is no worse than traffic on these roads in



these cities. This makes us ask; why a bypass?

While we have these feelings, my husband and I know that there is nothing we can do to stop
the State from doing what they think is right: no matter if it is right or wrong. The only
request my husband and I have is that FDOT keep our best interest in mind when considering
our relocation. We hope FDOT considers that we have lived at this residency for forty (40)
years while paying land taxes through my husband’s parents. I also hope FDOT considers
that this relocation changes our plans to retire and stay at this location until our death. This
relocation forces us to start completely over after these forty (40) years, which will be a very
difficult task. My husband and I plea that FDOT will take these comments into consideration
when searching for a residency, with property and housing, that my husband and I can
continue to live our lives in Bradford County similar to the conditions of our existing
residency.

Thank you for taking the time to read these comments and requests.

Sincerely,

Wanda and Ronald "Glenn" Gunter
5488 SW 155th Street
Starke, FL 32091
Parcel ID: 04189-0-00000
Impacted by Rural Bypass at Station 410
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Mr. William R. Henderson 

District Planning and Environmental Manager 

Florida Department of Transportation 

1109 South Marion Avenue, M.S. 2007 

Lake City, FL  32025-5874 

 

RE: Department of Transportation – Draft Environmental Impact Statement – US 301/SR 200 

from CR 227 to CR 233 – Starke, Bradford County, Florida.  (Reference ETDM No. 7640) 

SAI # FL201212106445C 

 

Dear Mr. Henderson: 

 

The Florida State Clearinghouse has coordinated a review of the subject Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) under the following authorities: Presidential Executive Order 12372; Section 

403.061(42), Florida Statutes; the Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1464, as 

amended; and the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4347, as amended.  

 

Based on the information contained in the Draft EIS addressing the comments provided previously 

by our reviewing agencies, the state has no objections to allocation of federal funds for the subject 

transportation project and, therefore, the funding award is consistent with the Florida Coastal 

Management Program (FCMP).  The state’s continued concurrence will be based on the activity’s 

compliance with FCMP authorities, including federal and state monitoring of the activity to ensure its 

continued conformance, and the adequate resolution of any issues identified during subsequent 

regulatory reviews.  The state’s final concurrence of the project’s consistency with the FCMP will be 

determined during the environmental permitting process, in accordance with Section 373.428, 

Florida Statutes. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed project.  Should you have any questions 

regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Christopher Stahl at (850) 245-2169. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 
Sally B. Mann, Director 

Office of Intergovernmental Programs 

 

SBM/cs 

Enclosures 
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DEP Home | OIP Home | Contact DEP | Search | DEP Site Map 

 
For more information or to submit comments, please contact the Clearinghouse Office at:  
 
3900 COMMONWEALTH BOULEVARD, M.S. 47 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-3000 
TELEPHONE: (850) 245-2161 
FAX: (850) 245-2190  

Visit the Clearinghouse Home Page to query other projects.  

Copyright 
Disclaimer 
Privacy Statement  

Project Information

Project: FL201212106445C 

Comments 
Due:

01/11/2013 

Letter Due: 01/22/2013 

Description: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT - US 301/SR 200 FROM CR 227 TO CR 233 - STARKE, 
BRADFORD COUNTY, FLORIDA. (REFERENCE ETDM NO. 7640) 

Keywords:
DOT - DEIS, US 301/SR 200 FROM CR 227 TO CR 233 - STARKE, BRADFORD 
CO. 

CFDA #: 20.205 

Agency Comments:
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION - FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

DEP's issues raised in the earlier review of ETDM # 7640 have been addressed. 

STATE - FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

No Comment/Consistent 

N. CENTRAL FLORIDA RPC - NORTH CENTRAL FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL 

NCFRPC staff reports that Mayor Travis V. Woods of the City of Starke has consulted with FDOT District Two staff regarding 
the Draft EIS and Probable Adverse Environmental Effects of the project to verify that the relocation assistance program for 
affected homes, businesses and wastewater facilities would be of no cost to the City of Starke. 

BRADFORD -  

 

COMMUNITY PLANNING - FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 

The Florida Department of Economic Opportunity finds the project consistent with the local governments' comprehensive 
plans. Both alternatives are shown on the Future Transportation Maps in the respective comprehensive plans. If you have 
any questions, please contact Ms. Jeannette Hallock-Solomon, AICP, at (850) 717-8490 or jeannette.hallock-
solomon@deo.myflorida.com  

FISH and WILDLIFE COMMISSION - FLORIDA FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

No Comment/Consistent per Terry Gilbert. 

SUWANNEE RIVER WMD - SUWANNEE RIVER WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

The SRWMD's previous ETDM comments were addressed in the document.  













 



mlindner
Text Box
Exhibit A.46







 



mlindner
Text Box
Exhibit A.47

























United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Richard B. Russell Federal Building 

75 Spring Street, S.W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 

ER-12/877 
9043.1 

February 28, 2013 
 
 
 
 
Mr. Joseph Sullivan 
Florida Department of Transportation 
1109 South Marion Avenue 
Lake City Florida 32025-5874 
 
Re:  Comments and Recommendations on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for 
 the Proposed US 301 (State Road 200) Improvements located in Bradford County, FL 
 
Dear Mr. Sullivan: 
 
The United States Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the DEIS for the above 
reference project.  We offer the following comments. 
 
Three alternatives were considered: a No Build Alternative and two Build Alternatives. The Build 
Alternatives included an Urban Alternative widening U.S. 301 from a four-lane divided facility to a 
six-lane divided urban facility, and a Rural Alternative that is a new limited access four-lane bypass 
facility to the west of Starke.  
 
The Urban Alternative would affect the Old Starke Armory (8BF120), that is potentially eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and three of the unrecorded historic structures that 
are potentially eligible for the NRHP. The ASR&G Railroad (8BF759), a potentially eligible 
resource, would be over passed by the Urban Alternative. If the Urban Alternative is recommended as 
the preferred alternative, all unrecorded historic structures located within the area of potential effect 
would require recording and review in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO). These unrecorded structures would be evaluated, recorded and analyzed in consultation with 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and SHPO to determine NRHP eligibility and any 
potential effects. 
 
The Rural Alternative would not affect any historic structures that have been determined as 
potentially eligible for the NRHP. The ASR&G Railroad (8BF759), a potentially eligible resource, 
would be overpasses by the Rural Alternative and it has been determined by FHWA in coordination 
with SHPO that the proposed project will have no effect on the integrity of this historic resource.   
The DEIS states that special considerations would be made for the Brymer (8BF135) and the Keller 
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US 301 (State Road 200) Improvements 
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Cemeteries (8BF162) located along the Rural Alternative and a letter from the SHPO concurring with 
the recommendations is within the DEIS.  
  
A Preferred Alternative was not identified in the D EIS.  The DEIS states that if the Urban 
Alternative is identified as the preferred alternative then a 4F Evaluation will be prepared.  We look 
forward to the identification of the preferred alternative as well as reviewing the Draft 4Fdocument if 
the Urban Alternative is selected as the preferred alternative.    
 
Do not use “will” to describe either (a) actions to take place under an alternative or (b) impacts 
occurring in Environmental Consequences.  Use “would” instead.  Using “will” potentially implies 
bias toward an alternative by indicating the action or effect [positively] WILL occur – whereas 
“would” is more conditional.  However, use the term “will” in a Finding of No Significant Impacts 
(FONSIs) while describing the selected action as well potential impacts of the selected action.  A 
FONSI is documenting a decision and we want to indicate that the selected action and associated 
impacts will indeed occur.   
 
We have a continuing interest in working with the FHWA and the Florida Department of 
Transportation (DOT) to ensure impacts to resources of concern to the Department are adequately 
addressed.  For continued consultation and coordination with the issues concerning Section 4(f) 
resources, please contact Anita Barnett at (404) 507-5706.  I can be reached on (404) 331-4524 or via 
email at joyce_stanley@ios.doi.gov. 
 
      Sincerely,  

  
      Joyce Stanley, MPA 
      Regional Environmental Protection Specialist 
 
    
cc: Jerry Ziewitz - FWS 
 Gary Lecain - USGS 
 Anita Barnett – NPS 
 Chester McGhee – BIA 
 OEPC – WASH 
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"Starke is a long recognized bottle-neck on the busy artery between Jacksonville and the lower 
West Coast, including Tampa, St. Petersburg and Ft. Myers," read the editorial in the Bradford 
County Telegraph on April 8, 1993.  The perception that there are traffic related problems along 
U.S. 301 in the Starke area was also been documented in the local comprehensive plan.  The 
plan involved citizen input and community needs identification.   

The community perception of the need for improvements within the U.S. 301 corridor was verified 
by an opinion survey that was completed in 1993.  The survey was distributed by publication in 
the local weekly newspaper.  The Bradford County Telegraph, with a circulation of approximately 
6,000, covering all of Bradford County, ran the survey once on March 25, 1993.  Survey forms 
were also distributed at the City Commission Meeting on March 16, 1993, and at the County 
Commission Meeting on March 18, 1993.  Sixty-seven surveys were returned to the FDOT.  The 
survey responses were tabulated and summarized.  A tabulation of the survey is included as 
shown on the survey form and accompanying charts in this exhibit. 

The respondents represent persons living and working in all sectors of the study area, and a 
proportion that live and work outside of the study area but drive U.S. 301 daily.  Ninety-six 
percent of the respondents think that traffic is a problem on U.S. 301.  Seventy-five percent of the 
respondents feel that trucks are a problem because there are too many, they slow traffic, and 
they have dissimilar operations to cars.  As shown on accompanying charts, out-of-state traffic is 
blamed by 51 percent of the respondents for the traffic problems, and 42 percent blame the 
railroad crossing for traffic problems.  Most all respondents agreed that there is more than one 
problem.  Other problems identified were school zones and driveway safety. 

The worst traffic problems were considered to occur north of Alligator Creek to SR 16.  The 
responses also indicate that traffic problems were not thought to be quite as bad north or south of 
the City as in the downtown area.  This perception was consistent with the traffic conditions as 
determined by this study. 

The respondents also felt that traffic is worse in the afternoon, and that the morning and noon 
hours are also bad traffic periods.  The weekends were also identified as a bad time for traffic.  
This is consistent with previous seven-day traffic counts that were conducted on U.S. 301.  Traffic 
volumes are the highest on Fridays and Saturdays. 

The opinion survey asked what improvements they thought should be made to relieve traffic 
congestion on U.S. 301.  The most frequent responses were to add lanes (or widen the existing 
roads), or to create an alternate route.  The frequency of these and other popular responses is 
indicated on accompanying summary charts. 

An alternate route to some people meant extending existing local roads such as across Alligator 
Creek for use by local traffic.  To others it meant a new truck bypass allowing through traffic to 
bypass the congested and constrained portions of U.S. 301 in Starke.  Local people use other 
routes for a portion of their trip to avoid driving on U.S. 301.  Routes most often used include 
Orange Street, Walnut Street, and Water Street. 

Other suggested improvements, included:  the removal of some of the signals or improvement to 
signal timing; the creation of railroad and pedestrian overpasses; and the removal of parallel 
parking.  The parallel parking and two of the traffic signals have since been removed within the 
downtown area. 



U.S. 301 Traffic Opinion Survey Results 
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CITY OF STARKE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 
 

  
Adopted October, 1993 
Revised September, 1999 
Updated November, 2001 
Adopted March 5, 2002 

IIB-1 

B. TRAFFIC CIRCULATION ELEMENT 
 
The Traffic Circulation Element analyzes the existing and future conditions on major roads within the City of 
Starke. This element is organized into four sections, as follows: 
 

1. Existing Conditions 
2. Projected Demand 
3. Recommendations 
4. Goals, Objectives, and Policies 

 
In the Existing Conditions section, each major roadway was evaluated with respect to its capacity to carry traffic 
and how much of that capacity is currently utilized. The United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) 
has formulated a standardized approach to the evaluation of roadway performance, termed level of service 
(LOS). The LOS rating provides a measure of existing or projected traffic volumes versus roadway capacity. The 
determination of capacity includes a number of considerations, including the population in the surrounding area, the 
types of trips carried, and the physical characteristics of the roadway. These factors will be explained in more 
detail later in this element. 
 
In the Projected Demand section, future traffic volumes and conditions are estimated. Traffic growth is a function 
of the development growth in land areas feeding traffic to a given roadway. A local road that serves a single 
subdivision would experience a traffic growth rate equal to the population growth within the subdivision. An 
expressway accepts trips from a large geographic area so its traffic growth rate would be determined by the 
growth in that larger area. By assigning a future LOS rating to each major road, deficient roadway sections are 
identified. Improving LOS requires one of two actions - either increase capacity or reduce traffic. 
 
The Recommendations section lists several actions related to roadway improvements or further study. The only 
problem location is U.S. 301 in the downtown area. Due to limited right-of-way, widening may not be feasible. 
FDOT has been working on a Preliminary Design and Engineering (PD & E) study fop several years, but a final 
decision has not been made. 
 
The Goals, Objectives, and Policies section lists a number of actions that will either maintain or improve LOS. 
Again, the focus is U:S. 301 in the downtown area. 
 
1. Existing Conditions 

The existing conditions analysis compared the existing traffic on the transportation network to the capacity 
of each roadway section. The estimation of capacity included a consideration of a number of factors, 
including physical configuration, type of area served, and types of trips carried. Table IIB-1 shows the 
existing roadway configuration. 

 
a. Operating Authority 

There are three government entities that have responsibility for the construction and maintenance 

Exhibit B.10
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of public roads within Starke. Roads maintained by the Florida Department of Transportation 
(FDOT) are labeled as United States (U.S.) or State Road (S.R.) and include: U.S. 301, S.R. 16; 
S.R. 100 and S.R. 230. Two routes are designated as County Routes (C.R.), C.R.100A and 
C.R.229. All other roads are under the local authority of Starke. Bradford County and Starke 
receive some money for road maintenance and improvements from the local option gas tax. Figure 
IIB-1 shows the lane configuration for major roads and Figure BB-1A shows signal locations. 
Figure IIB-2 identifies County and FDOT routes, as well as the current urban area boundary. 

 
In addition, U.S. 301 is designated as a segment of the Florida Intrastate Highway System 
(FHIS). The Florida Intrastate Highway System was created in 1990 by the Florida State 
Legislature (Chapter 338.001, Florida Statutes), and it is composed of interconnected limited and 
controlled access roadways including Interstate highways, Florida's Turnpike, expressways, and 
selected arterial highways. The FHIS is a statewide transportation network to be developed over a 
20-year period by FDOT that provides high-speed, high-volume traffic movements within the 
state. The primary function of the FIBS system is to serve interstate and regional commerce and 
long distance trips. Access to abutting property is subordinate to this function. 

 
b. Urban Versus Rural 

Roads are classified as "urban" or "rural" (refer to Table 11B-l) because driver behavior is 
different in the two environs. Traffic is typically light in a rural area. The distances between 
vehicles are large and maximum capacity is rated as less than for an equivalent road in an urban 
area. Drivers in an urban area are acclimated to some degree of congestion and accept a shorter 
gap between cars. The increased traffic density means a greater number of cars, thus a greater 
capacity. To summarize, an urban road has a greater capacity than a rural road with the same 
number of lanes. 

 
c. Functional Classification 

Roads are classified as to the types of trips handled, as described below (refer to Table IIB-I): 
 

1) Principal Arterial - Carries most of the long trips made within and through an urban 
area; 'emphasizes traffic movement rather than land access; carries higher volume than 
any other facilities except freeways. In Starke, U.S. 301 (S.R. 200) is the only principal 
arterial. 

 
2) Minor Arterial - Links collectors with principal arterials; carries a mix of short and 

long trips; serves both traffic movement and land access; carries more traffic than 
collectors and less than principal arterials. The minor arterials in Starke include S.R. 16 
and S.R. 100. S.R. 230 is proposed as an upgrade from collector to minor arterial. 

 
 

3) Collector - Links local roads with minor arterials; carries shorter trips; emphasizes land 
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access; carries more trips than local roads. Collectors in Starke include C.R. 229 and 
C.R. 100A on the County road system; and on the City system: Pratt Street, Orange 
Street, Walnut Street, Water Street, and Colley Road. Local streets recommended for 
upgrade to collector are Market Street and Old Lawtey Road. 

 
4) Local - All public roads below collector form the local road system; provides access to 

and within subdivisions; carries lower traffic volumes than collectors. 
 

To simplify the database, only roads classified as collector or higher are included on the highway 
network. The source for the functional classifications in the urban area is the FDOT " LOS 
Analysis for Bradford County. Table JIB-I and Figure IIB-2 shows the roadway classifications 
for Starke. 

 
 d. Service Volumes 

Service volume is a capacity estimate that is related to an operating LOS. The LOS ratings range 
from A as the best to F as the lowest, and are described below (Source: "Traffic Engineering 
Theory and Practice", Louis J. Pignataro, 1973): 

 
1) Level of Service A - This is a condition of free flow, accompanied by low volumes and 

high speeds. Traffic density will be low, with uninterrupted flow speeds controlled by 
driver desires, speed limits, and physical roadway conditions. There is little or no 
restriction in maneuverability due to the presence of other vehicles, and drivers can 
maintain their desired speeds with little or no delay. 

 
2) Level of Service B - This occurs in the zone of stable flow, with operating speeds 

beginning to be restricted somewhat by traffic conditions. Drivers still have reasonable 
freedom to select their speed and lane of operation. Reductions in speed are not 
unreasonable, with a low probability of traffic flow being restricted. The lower limit 
(lowest speed, highest volume) of this level of service has been used in the design of rural 
highways. 

 
3) Level of Service C - This is still in the zone of stable flow, but speeds and 

maneuverability are more closely controlled by the higher volumes. Most of the drivers 
are restricted in their freedom to select their own speed, change lanes, or pass. A 
relatively satisfactory operating speed is still obtained, with service volumes suitable for 
urban design practice. 

 
4) Level of Service D - This level of service approaches unstable flow, with tolerable 

operating speeds being maintained, though considerable affected by changes in operating 
conditions. Fluctuations in volume and temporary restrictions to flow may cause 
substantial drops in operating speeds. Drivers have little freedom to maneuver, and 
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comfort and convenience are low. These conditions can be tolerated, however, for short 
periods of time. 

 
5) Level of Service E - This cannot be described by speed alone, but represents operations 

at lower operating seeds, typically, but not always, in the neighborhood of 30 miles per 
hour, with volumes at or near the capacity of the highway. Flow is unstable, and there 
may be stoppages of momentary duration. This level of service is associated with 
operation of a facility at capacity flows. 

 
6) Level of Service F - This describes a forced-flow operation at low speeds, where 

volumes are below capacity. In the extreme, both speed and volume can drop to zero. 
These conditions usually result from queues of vehicles backing up from a restriction 
downstream. The section under study will be serving as a storage area during parts or all 
of the peak hour. Speeds are reduced substantially and stoppages may occur for short or 
long periods of time because of the downstream congestion. 

 
The FDOT has published standardized service volumes in the report entitled "FDOT, Level of 
Service Handbook", 1998. To determine the daily service volume for a given roadway the 
following information is required: urban or rural area, classification, number of lanes, divided or 
undivided, and number of signals per mile. 

 
Usually we are interested in evaluating roads under worst case conditions. Normally the worst 
traffic congestion exists during the "evening rush hour", typically, 5 p.m. to 6 p.m. If acceptable 
road performance exists or can be achieved during the peak hour, then the rest of the day or 
week are probably satisfactory. Peak hour is the appropriate period to evaluate roadway 
performance. 

 
e. Constrained Facilities 

In their "Level of Service Handbook" (Page B-1), FDOT defines a constrained facility as, 
 

"A constrained roadway is one in which adding two or more through lanes to meet current or 
future traffic needs, is not possible because of physical or policy barriers." 

 
FDOT is responsible for the designation of constrained facilities. Currently, three road sections 
within Starke are listed on FDOT's " Constrained Facilities" as physically constrained: 

 
U.S. 301 Call Street to Pratt Street 0.2 miles 
S.R. 16 Temple Street to Church Street 0.5 miles 
S.R. 230 U.S.301 to Bridge 0.4 miles 
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In the recommendations section of this element, FDOT is requested to evaluate U.S. 301, from 
S.R. 16 south to C.R. 100A, with respect to physical construction constraints. The FDOT has 
been conducting a Project Development and Environmental (PD&E) Study for U.S. 301 and the 
alternatives are still being evaluated. 

 
f. Backlogged Facilities 

On Page C-1 of the LOS Handbook, FDOT defines a backlogged facility as, 
 

"A state roadway, at least 0.2 miles in length, operating at a level of service below the 
Department's statewide adopted minimum operating and not programmed for construction on the 
first three years of FDOT's adopted work program or the five year schedule of improvements in a 
local government's capital improvements element level of service standards.." 

 
FDOT is also responsible for the designation of backlogged facilities. No backlogged facilities 
have been designated in Starke by FDOT. However, due to the number of signals per mile, the 
downtown section of U.S. 301 is LOS D by definition. Since this is below the State standard of 
LOS C for principal arterials, this section is currently backlogged. Except for the 0.2 mile section 
of U.S. 301 (Call Street to Pratt Street) designated as constrained, the segment from S.R. 16 to 
Alligator Creek is backlogged. 

 
g. Minimum Level of Service Standards 

The minimum LOS standards have been defined as follows: 
 
Area Roadway Type LOS 
Rural All C 
Urban Principal Arterial C 
Urban Minor Arterial and Collector D 
Urban All Constrained or Backlogged Facilities Maintain 
 

h. Existing Levels of Service 
Table BB-2 shows the existing level of service on state roadways in Starke. The source for traffic 
counts is the FDOT LOS Analysis for Bradford County. Note that the section of U. S. 301 between 
CR 100A and SR 16 is at LOS D, which is below the adopted standard of C. 
 

i. Bus 
There is no local bus service in Starke and none is planned. 
 

j. Rail 
Rail lines are shown in Figure BB-3. Amtrak and CSX use the north-south rail line that parallels 
U.S. 301. Amtrak service consists of two trains each day, one northbound and one southbound. 
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There is not a station in Starke; the nearest station is in Waldo. CSX also operates two east-west 
rail lines, as shown in Figure IIB-3. 
 

k. Airports 
There are no airports within Starke. The nearest airports are Keystone Heights (public) and 
Raiford (private). Location is shown on Figure IIB-4. 

 
2. Projected Demand 
 

a. Programmed Improvements 
Table HB-3 lists transportation improvements scheduled in the FDOT Five Year Work Program. 
These improvements are shown graphically in Figure 118-5. A PD & E Study for U.S. 301 was 
undertaken by FDOT but has not yet been concluded. Alignment alternatives included a bypass 
around the city as well as widening of U.S. 301 along the current route. FDOT is considering a 
follow-up study aimed at improving traffic flow through Starke with a possible truck route as a 
consideration. 

 
b. Traffic Forecasts 

FDOT has provided traffic forecasts to the year 2015 for state roads within Starke. Extension of 
the forecast to the year 2020 was extrapolated from the FDOT data. The traffic forecasts and 
level of service are shown by target year in Table 103-4 through Table IIB-8. Note in Tables IIB-
4, the year 2000 forecast, that the section of U.S. 301 between CR 100A and SR 16 has a failing 
level of service. All other road sections have an acceptable LOS. The same holds true for the 
year 2005, as shown in Table IIB-5. 

 
In the year 2010, Table IIB-6, U.S. 301 has a failing LOS on two segments, from the south City 
limit to S. R. 16. All other road segments are acceptable. In the year 2015, Table IIB-7, the entire 
length of U.S. 301 has a failing LOS. All other road segments are acceptable. The same holds 
true for the year 2020, Table IIB-8. 

 
3. Recommendations 
 

a. Proposed Functional Classification 
A few changes are recommended in the future roadway functional classification system. The 
urban area boundary should be updated to match Starke's city limits. The classification of S.R. 
100 as an arterial should be extended west to the new urban line. Old Lawtey Road (from S.R. 
16 to Market Street) and Market Street (from Old Lawtey Road to U.S. 301) should be upgraded 
to collector. These roads provide access to the arterial system for the residents in northeast 
Starke. S.R. 230 should be upgraded to a minor arterial because it carries longer trips between 
Starke and Kingsley Lake and serves as a parallel facility to S.R. 16. Figure IIB-6 shows the 
proposed functional classification system for the Year 2020. These changes are proposed for 
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FDOT's consideration. 
 

b. Proposed Improvements 
U.S. 301- Projected traffic volumes indicate a need t o  widen U.S. 301, from S.R. 16 to C.R. 100A, 
in the next few years. However, widening may not be feasible due to limited right-of-way and the 
amount of commercial activity along the right-of-way. The existing right-of-way varies from 50 to 
60 feet through downtown Starke. On-street parking is available in front of some commercial 
locations and could not be removed without a detrimental effect to the adjacent businesses. FDOT 
has been conducting a PD &E study for several years but a conclusion has not been reached. One 
alternative being studied is to re-route truck away from the congested section of U.S. 301. 

 
4. Goals, Objectives, and Policies 

 
Goal B.1 - Provide a safe, convenient, efficient transportation system. 

 
Objective B.1.1 - Maintain an acceptable LOS on all roadways within Starke. 
 
Policy B.1.1.1 - Maintain a minimum LOS as follows: 

 
Rural Areas (all roads) C 
Urban Areas  

Principal Arterials C 
Minor Arterials & Collectors D 
Collectors D 

Constrained or Backlogged Maintain existing LOS with up to five 
percent increase in peak hour volume or 
a five percent decrease in average travel 
speed. 

 
Policy B.1.1.2 -The City shall adopt a concurrency management ordinance that will assure implementation 
of the LOS standards cited above. 
 
Policy B.1.1.3 - By communication to the FDOT District Secretary, urge the FDOT to complete the PD&E 
Study for U.S. 301. 
 
Policy B.1.1.3 - The following road sections are currently designated as physically constrained: 
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Road Section Length LOS 
U.S. 301 Call St. to Pratt St. 0.2 Miles D 
S.R. 16 Temple St. to Church St. 0.5 Miles A 
S.R 230 U.S. 301 to Bridge 0.4 Miles C 
 
FDOT is requested to evaluate L.S. 301 from S.R. 16 south to Alligator Creek with respect to 
construction constraints. '' 

 
Policy B.1.1.4 - No sections are currently listed by FDOT as backlogged. FDOT is requested to evaluate 
U.S.301 from S.R. 16 south to Alligator Creek with respect to backlogged conditions. 
 
Policy B.1.1.5 - By communication to the FDOT District Secretary, urge FDOT to address the deficiencies 
on any backlogged or constrained facilities on the State highway system within Starke. 
 
Objective B.1.2 - Coordinate local transportation planning with that of Bradford County, NCFRPC, and 
FDOT. 
 
Policy B.1.2.1 - Continue to work with Bradford County on the maintenance of local roads. 

 
Policy B.1.2.2 - Work closely with FDOT in the identification of and solution to LOS problems on State 
maintained roads, especially U.S. 301. 
 
Policy B.1.2.3 - Coordinate transportation projections with land use forecasts for Starke and Bradford 
County. 
 
Objective B.1.3 - Provide for adequate future right-of-way requirements. 
 
Policy B.1.3.1 - Work with FDOT on the expansion of right-of-way along U.S. 301 in downtown Starke 
through actions that include acquisition, zoning control, and setback requirements as outlined in the Land 
Development Code. 
 
Objective B.1.4 - Provide for safe and convenient on-site traffic flow and parking for motorized and non-
motorized modes. 
 
Policy B.1.4.1 -Explore opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian ways where feasible. 
 
Objective B.1.5 - Encourage the provision of services and facilities .for the transportation disadvantaged. 
 
Policy B.1.5.1 - If any mass transit services are proposed for Starke, the City shall assure that the needs of 
the transportation disadvantaged are addressed. 
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Objective B.1.6 - Coordinate the traffic circulation system with the future land use map. 
 
Policy B.1.6.1 - Assure that the Future Land Use map and Traffic Circulation Element promote the timely 
and efficient access to services, jobs, markets, and attractions to Florida's citizens and visitors. 

 
Objective B.1.7 - Insure development along U.S. 301 is consistent with the Florida Intrastate Highway 
System (FHIS) standards. 
 
Policy B.1.7.1 - Develop an overlay zone for property adjacent to U. S. 301 to include FIBS standards for 
minimum driveway spacing, access management, lot width and setbacks. 
 
Policy B.1.7.2 - Work with Bradford County to establish a consistent approach to development review for 
properties along the U.S. 301 corridor. 
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TABLE IIB-1 

CITY OF STARKE 
EXISTING ROADWAY CONFIGURATION 

Road From To Urban (U)
Rural (R) 

Functional 
Classification 

Signals 
Per Mile 

Length 
(Miles) 

Lanes 
Div (D) 

Undiv (U) 

Service 
Daily 

Volumes 
Peak 

SR200 / US301 N City 
Limits 

SR16 U P. Arterial, 
Class I 

0.83 1.20 4L, D 30,500 2,870 

Temple St. SR16 CR100A U P. Arterial, 
Class II 

5.00 0.92 4L, U 7,200 670 

Walnut St. CRI00A S City 
Limits 

U P. Arterial, 
Class III 

1.40 0.87 4L, D 21,100 1,990 

SR16 NW City 
Limits 

US301 U M. Arterial 1.37 0.73 2L, U 14,400 1,350 

Raiford St. / 
Brownlee Rd. 

US301 E City 
Limits 

U M. Arterial 1.60 0.00 2L, U 14,400 1,350 

SR230 US301 
(Temple) 

Alligator 
Creek 

U Collector 2.00 0.49 2L, U 9,100 850 

Call St. Alligator 
Creek 

E City 
Limits 

U Collector 0.00 0.85 2L, U 14,400 1,350 

SR100 W City 
Limits 

US301 U M. Arterial 1.02 0.98 2L, U 14,400 1,350 

Madison / 
Water 

US301 SE City 
Limits 

U M. Arterial 4.00 0.78 2L, U 14,400 1,350 

CR229 
(Weldon St.) 

W City 
Limits 

SR16 U Collector 0.00 0.70 2L, U 8,000 745 

CR100A 
(Edwards Rd.) 

W City 
Limits 

US301 U Collector 1.00 1.00 2L, U   

Pratt St. SR100 
(Madison) 

US301 U Collector 1.00 1.00 2L, U 8,000 745 

Orange St. SR229 
(Weldon) 

SR100 
(Edwards) 

U Collector 0.00 1.00 2L, U 8,000 745 

Walnut St. SR16 SR230 
(Call) 

U Collector 4.00 0.50 2L, U 8,000 745 

Water St. SR16 SR230 
(Call) 

U Collector 0.00 0.50 2L, U 8,000 745 

Colley Rd. SR230 
(Call) 

SRl00 
(Water) 

U Collector 0.00 0.80 2L, U 8,000 745 
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TABLE IIB-2 

CITY OF STARKE 
EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE 
 

Road From / To Daily Peak LOS 

SR200 / US301 S. City Limits to CR100A 25,500 2,400 C 

(Temple St., Walnut St.) CR100A to SR16 
SR16 to N. City Limits 

21,500 
18,200 

2,020 
1,710 

D 
C 

SR16 NW City Limits to US301 6,700 630 B 

(Raiford St., Brownie) US301 to E. City Limits 6,900 650 B 

SR230 US301 to Alligator Creek 5,950 560 C 

(Call St.) Alligator Creek to E. City Limits 4,400 410 B 

SR100 W. City Limits to US301 9,000 850 B 

(Madison, Water) US301 to SR City Limits 25,500 2,400 C 

 
NOTES: 1. Traffic counts from FDOT LOS analysis 

2. Level of Service (LOS) values from FDOT LOS Handbook, 2001 
3. Calculation of peak hour is based on K-30 factor from FDOT LOS Handbook 

 
 

 
TABLE IIB-3 

CITY OF STARKE 
PROGRAMMED TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 

 
Road Location Work Year Cost 

Lavro St. At Alligator Creek Replace Low Level Bridge CONST FY03/04 232 

SR100 At Alligator Creek Widen Bridge CONST FY99/00 367 

US301 At SR16 Acquire Right-Of-Way R/W FY00/01 138 

 
Source:  District Two Construction Report, November 15, 1999  
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TABLE IIB-4 

CITY OF STARKE 
TRAFFIC FORECASTS FOR THE YEAR 2000 

Road From / To Daily Peak LOS 
SR 200 / US 301 

(Temple St., Walnut St.) 

S. City Limits to CR 100A 

CR 100A to SR 16 

SR 16 to N. City Limits 

26,200 

21,900 

18,600 

2,460 

2,060 

1,750 

C 

D 

C 

SR 16 

(Raiford St., Brownie) 

N.W. City Limits to U.S. 301 

U.S. 301 to E. City Limits 

7,000 

7,800 

660 

730 

B 

B 

SR 230 

(Call St.) 

U.S. 301 to Alligator Creek 

Alligator Creek to E. City Limits 

6,100 

4,500 

575 

425 

C 

B 

SR 100 

(Madison, Water) 

W. City Limits to U.S. 301 

U.S. 301 to S.R. City Limits 

9,900 

8,800 

930 

825 

B 

B 
 

NOTES: 
1. Traffic forecasts from FDOT LOS analysis 
2. Level of Service (LOS) values from FDOT LOS Handbook, 2001 
 

TABLE IIB-5 

CITY OF STARKE 
TRAFFIC FORECASTS FOR THE YEAR 2005 

Road From / To Daily Peak LOS 
SR 200 / US 301 
(Temple St., Walnut.iSt.) 

S. City Limits to CR 100A 
CR 100A to SR 16 
SR 16 to N. City Limits 

29,000 
23,000 
19,500 

2,730 
2,160 
1,830 

C 
D 
C 

SR 16 
(Raiford St., Brownie) 

N.W. City Limits to U.S. 301 
U.S. 301 to E. City Limits 

7,700 
8,200 

725 
770 

B 
B 

SR 230 
(Call St.) 

U.S. 301 to Alligator Creek 
Alligator Creek to E. City Limits 

6,400 
4,900 

600 
460 

•C 
B 

SR 100 
(Madison, Water) 

W. City Limits to U.S. 301 
U.S. 301 to S.R. City Limits 

10,700 
9,600 

1,000 
990 

C 
B 

 

NOTES: 
1. Traffic forecasts from FDOT LOS analysis 
2. Level of Service (LOS) values from FDOT LOS Handbook, 2001 
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TABLE IIB-6 

CITY OF STARKE 
TRAFFIC FORECASTS FOR TICE YEAR 2010 

Road From / To Daily Peak LOS 
SR 200 / US 301 S. City Limits to CR 100A 31,800 3,000 D 

(Temple St., Walnut St.) CR 100A to SR 16 24,200 2,275 D 

 SR 16 to N. City Limits 20,500 1,930 C 

SR 16 N.W. City Limits to U.S. 301 8,300 780 B 

(Raiford St., Brownie) U.S. 301 to E. City Limits 8,700 820 B 

SR 230 U.S. 301 to Alligator Creek 6,700 630 C 

(Call St.) Alligator Creek to E. City Limits 5,300 500 B 

SR 100 W. City Limits to U.S. 301 11,500 1,100 C 

(Madison, Water) U.S. 301 to S.R. City Limits 10,500 990 C 

NOTES: 
1. Traffic forecasts from FDOT LOS analysis 
2. Level of Service (LOS) values from FDOT LOS Handbook, 2001 

 

TABLE IIB-7 
CITY OF STARKE 

TRAFFIC FORECASTS FOR THE YEAR 2015 

Road From / To Daily Peak LOS 
SR 200 / US 301 S. City Limits to CR 100A 34,700 3,260 F 

(Temple St., Walnut St.) CR 100A to SR 16 25,400 2,390 E 

 SR 16 to N. City Limits 21,500 2,020 D 

SR 16 N.W. City Limits to U.S. 301 9,000 850 B 

(Raiford St., Brownie U.S. 301 to E. City Limits 9,200 865 B 

SR 230 U.S. 301 to Alligator Creek 7,050 660 C 

(Call St.) Alligator Creek to E. City Limits 5,800 545 'B 

     

SR 100 W. City Limits to U.S. 301 12,300 1,150 C 

(Madison, Water) U.S. 301 to S.R. City Limits 11,400 1,070 C 

NOTES: 
1. Traffic forecasts from FDOT LOS analysis 
2. Level of Service (LOS) values from FDOT LOS Handbook, 2001 
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TABLE lIB-8 
CITY OF STARKE 

TRAFFIC FORECASTS FOR THE. YEAR 2020 

Road From / To Daily Peak LOS 

SR 200 / US 301 S. City Limits to CR 100A 37,900 3,560 F 

(Temple St., Walnut St.) CR 100A to SR 16 26,700 2,510 E 

 SR 16 to N. City Limits 22,600 2,125 D 

SR 16 N.W. City Limits to U.S. 301 9,800 920 B 

(Raiford St., Brownie U.S. 301 to E. City Limits 9,700 910 B 

SR 230 U.S. 301 to Alligator Creek 7,400 700 C 

(Call St.) Alligator Creek to E. City Limits 6,300 590 B 

SR 100 W. City Limits to U.S. 301 13,200 1,240 C 

(Madison, Water) U.S. 301 to S.R. City Limits 12,400 1,165 C 

 
NOTES: 
1. Traffic forecasts from FDOT LOS analysis 
2. Level of Service (LOS) values from FDOT LOS Handbook, 2001 

 
 

TABLE IIB-9 

CITY OF STARKE 
SCHEDULE OF CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Road Location Improvement Responsible 
Party 

Cost 
(000's) 

Timing 

Lavro St At Alligator Creek Replace low level bridge FDOT 232 2004 

SR 100 At Alligator Creek Widen Bridge FDOT 367 2000 

US 301 At SR 16 Acquire ROW FDOT 138 2001 
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Five Year Work Program
2013-2017 AD

(Updated: 2/5/2013-01:32:03)

District 02 -  Bradford County
Transportation System:  INTRASTATE STATE HIGHWAY

Strategic Intermodal System:  Non SIS Projects
Item Number:  208001-4

Transportation System District Length Type of Work Item

Description Fiscal Year: 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

INTRASTATE STATE HIGHWAY District 02 -
Bradford 
County 

3.300 NEW ROAD CONSTRUCTION 208001-4 

SR 200 (US 301) FROM SR 200 (US301) TO SR 
100 (STARKE BYPASS) 

Highways /Preliminary Engineering  $1,637,957  $5,000 

Highways /Right of Way  $1,028,356  $8,104,247  $7,087,414  $3,603,869 

Highways /Railroad & Utilities  $25,000  $300,000 

Accessibility | Acronyms | Frequently Asked Questions | Governor's Office | Privacy Policy | Statement of Agency

Note: Information on this web page may, at times, be temporarily unavailable due to scheduled maintenance. If you receive an error message, please try again at a later point 
in time. If you continue to experience problems, please contact our office using the contact information below.

This site is maintained by the Florida Department of Transportation Office of Work Program and Budget.
605 Suwannee Street, MS 21, Tallahassee, Florida 32399.

For additional information please e-mail questions or comments to:
(Lisa Saliba: Lisa.Saliba@dot.state.fl.us or call 850-414-4622)

View Contact Information for Office of Work Program and Budget
Application Home: Work Program

Office Home: Office of Work Program and Budget
Florida Department of Transportation Home

MyFlorida
Copyright © 1996-2013

Florida Department of Transportation

Office of Work Program and Budget
Lisa Saliba - Director

Florida Department Of Transportation

Page 1 of 1FlDOT OWPB - WP Reports; 5 Year Work Program Item Detail

2/5/2013http://www2.dot.state.fl.us/fmsupportapps/workprogram/Support/WPItemRept.ASPX?RF=...

mlindner
Text Box
Exhibit B.13



Five Year Work Program
2013-2017 AD

(Updated: 2/5/2013-01:32:03)

District 02 -  Bradford County
Transportation System:  INTRASTATE STATE HIGHWAY

Strategic Intermodal System:  Non SIS Projects
Item Number:  208001-5

Transportation System District Length Type of Work Item

Description Fiscal Year: 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

INTRASTATE STATE HIGHWAY District 02 -
Bradford 
County 

2.200 NEW ROAD CONSTRUCTION 208001-5 

SR 200 (US 301) FROM SR 100 TO SR 16 
(BYPASS) 

Highways /Preliminary Engineering  $22,606  $5,000 

Highways /Right of Way  $1,102,620  $5,393,572  $1,873,351  $4,594,326 

Accessibility | Acronyms | Frequently Asked Questions | Governor's Office | Privacy Policy | Statement of Agency

Note: Information on this web page may, at times, be temporarily unavailable due to scheduled maintenance. If you receive an error message, please try again at a later point 
in time. If you continue to experience problems, please contact our office using the contact information below.

This site is maintained by the Florida Department of Transportation Office of Work Program and Budget.
605 Suwannee Street, MS 21, Tallahassee, Florida 32399.

For additional information please e-mail questions or comments to:
(Lisa Saliba: Lisa.Saliba@dot.state.fl.us or call 850-414-4622)

View Contact Information for Office of Work Program and Budget
Application Home: Work Program

Office Home: Office of Work Program and Budget
Florida Department of Transportation Home

MyFlorida
Copyright © 1996-2013

Florida Department of Transportation

Office of Work Program and Budget
Lisa Saliba - Director

Florida Department Of Transportation

Page 1 of 1FlDOT OWPB - WP Reports; 5 Year Work Program Item Detail

2/5/2013http://www2.dot.state.fl.us/fmsupportapps/workprogram/Support/WPItemRept.ASPX?RF=...



Five Year Work Program
2013-2017 AD

(Updated: 2/5/2013-01:32:03)

District 02 -  Bradford County
Transportation System:  INTRASTATE STATE HIGHWAY

Strategic Intermodal System:  Non SIS Projects
Item Number:  208001-6

Transportation System District Length Type of Work Item

Description Fiscal Year: 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

INTRASTATE STATE HIGHWAY District 02 -
Bradford 
County 

2.500 NEW ROAD CONSTRUCTION 208001-6 

SR 200 (US 301) FROM SR 16 TO SR 200(US301) 
BYPASS 

Highways /Preliminary Engineering  $23,350  $5,000 

Highways /Right of Way  $913,252  $9,338,968  $50,000 

Accessibility | Acronyms | Frequently Asked Questions | Governor's Office | Privacy Policy | Statement of Agency

Note: Information on this web page may, at times, be temporarily unavailable due to scheduled maintenance. If you receive an error message, please try again at a later point 
in time. If you continue to experience problems, please contact our office using the contact information below.

This site is maintained by the Florida Department of Transportation Office of Work Program and Budget.
605 Suwannee Street, MS 21, Tallahassee, Florida 32399.

For additional information please e-mail questions or comments to:
(Lisa Saliba: Lisa.Saliba@dot.state.fl.us or call 850-414-4622)

View Contact Information for Office of Work Program and Budget
Application Home: Work Program

Office Home: Office of Work Program and Budget
Florida Department of Transportation Home

MyFlorida
Copyright © 1996-2013

Florida Department of Transportation

Office of Work Program and Budget
Lisa Saliba - Director

Florida Department Of Transportation

Page 1 of 1FlDOT OWPB - WP Reports; 5 Year Work Program Item Detail

2/5/2013http://www2.dot.state.fl.us/fmsupportapps/workprogram/Support/WPItemRept.ASPX?RF=...
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